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1. INTRODUCTION 


1.1 The Rental Housing Market 


The rental housing stock in Ontario ranges from single rooms in a family 
dwelling to large apartment complexes with their own shopping and sporting 
facilities. There are an estimated* total of 1.16 million rental housing 
units in: Ontario. These provide housing for 28 percent of the province’s 


8.45 million people. 


Statistics on rental housing units are made available by the Canadian 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) based on surveys they conduct each 
October and April. This information provides market rent and vacancy 
anformation for units in buildings of 6 or’ more units throughout Ontario. 


A summary of their information is included in Table 1.1. 


The rental housing supply is made up of units which are regulated under 
rent controls by the Residential Tenancy Commission and the open market 


where rents are determined by the interaction of the supply of rental units 


and the demand for those units from tenants. Rent. controls “apply etc 
buildings “which have been renting since before 1975, and also cost less 
than $750 per month per unit as of October 30, 1984. These units have 


their rent increases limited to one per 12 month period with a maximum of 
six percent, unless a larger increase is approved by the Residential 


Tenancy Commission (RTC). 


*Source: 1985 update, see Appendix IV, Table AIV.3. 
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Sources for vacant and soon to be vacant housing for rent are advertised in 
the local newspapers, listed with real estate or home locating agencies, 
indicated by sign or told by word of mouth. The relative importance of 
these sources depends on the type and location of the housing involved. 
However, the newspapers have a very important role in almost every area. 
Thienestare ca numbenpotleniticaliiactors iwhich iboth itenants  dgndarclandlords 
look at in trying to reach an agreement on leasing a rental property. The 
tenant looks at the following: 

- the location of the property; 

- the size of the unit; 

- the level of rent asked for; 

- other additional costs for parking, heat, hydro etc. 

> preximity. ato ipublicktinanspontation .sshoppingseschools,:\ete.: 

- additional features such as laundry, security, recreation and sports 

facilities etc.; 


- the upkeep of the unit and building. 


On the other hand, the landlord looks for the following: 
- a tenant who has the financial means to meet the rental payments and 
deposit; 
- a responsible tenant who will maintain certain desirable standards 
and not damage the property; 


-~ in some cases personal references. 


It is the interaction of the above mentioned factors which characterize the 
rental housing market. The market is further influenced, in a number of 
instances, by the prevalence of rent control measures which can act as an 


attractive feature for rental unit by providing and perpetuating a low, or 


at least predictable, rent in a good location. In some cases these units 
are known to have an additional cost to the tenant colloquially called "key 
money". This reflects the amount of money a prospective tenant is willing 
to pay for the right to occupy a unit in a specific location which is under 


rent comturol. 


1.2 Scope and Objectives 


The Commission of Inquiry into Residential Tenancies (the Thom Commission) 
requested that a survey of rental market vcancies be conducted to gain an 
understanding of the rental housing market mechanisms as they exist from a 
tenant’s perspective in Ontario. The -major “form’-of data collection was to 
be a field survey to obtain an insight into the availability of housing, 
the market rents, any additional payments, the general attitudes of 
landlords, sublets, and the channels open to those wishing rental housing. 
The results of the survey would then be written up in the form of a report 


document, in addition to being presented orally to the Commission. 


Survey material from the Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) 
provides accurate and useful information regarding vacancy rates and market 
rent levels for a large portion of the rental market. However, ©1it toniy 
deals with rental units in buildings greater than 5 units and vacancies 
which are only those units physically empty and ready for rent on the date 
of their survey. This survey was to cover a wider sample base. That is, 


those apartments not just physically vacant but also those which were 


becoming available. Tnhvaddition, ~~ there was no restriction on’ the size’ of 


building so that houses, duplexes, rooms and apartments were all to be 


included. 


This’ report..is based. on the findings of ..the “consultant’s’ survey ‘and 
knowledge of the workings of the rental housing market in Ontario. The 
methodology used is outlined in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 describes the results 


found in each urban centre. 


Chapter 4 discusses another segment of the rental housing market - the 
Situation in some rental buildings where no vacancies ever exist, yet there 
is a regular turnover of rental units. Finally,* chapter’ S* discusses’ the 


overall rental housing market mechanisms and presents conclusions. 


2. METHODOLOGY 


The study was conducted in two phases. The first phase was aimed at giving 
a general view of rental housing vacancies in July 1985, based on 
availability as it was advertised in five urban centres in Ontario. The 
second phase resulted from the preliminary findings of phase I which 
indicated a number of large apartment complexes showing no vacancies yet 


having a fairly regular turnover of tenants. 


In this section the methodology and sources of information for each phase 


are described, beginning with phase I and followed by phase II. 


It should be made clear at the outset that this survey is of a qualitative 
rather than quantitative nature. It is not statistically based and has a 
number of inherent biases. For example this survey only examines’ rental 
housing units which are available for rent as opposed to those currently 


being rented. 


2.1 Phase I - Rental Housing Market Survey 


The objective of this survey was to describe some of the characteristics of 


the rental market vacancies in Ontario. 


2.1.1 Survey Stratification 


The selection of the sample was based upon the size of 500 visits plus 194 


percent repeat visits, a level considered appropriate in discussions with 


the Thom Commission initially, based upon their available budget for such 
an undertaking. The cities chosen for investigation were each considered 
characteristic of the rental housing market in a specific fashion. The 
initial characterization was based upon available October 1984 CMHC survey 
information, shown in Table 1.1, which pertained to most urban centres in 


Ontario and their respective vacancy rates. 


Five urban centres were chosen: Toronto, Ottawa, London, Kingston and North 
Bay; Toronto because of its size and dominance in the overall rental 
housing market; Ottawa because of its very low vacancy rate of ®.3 percent 
(CMHC survey) and its Eastern location; London because of its relatively 
high vacancy rate of 1.0 percent, and western location; Kingston because of 
vacancy rate - 9.1 percent - and geographic location; while North Bay 
because of its northern location and representative vacancy rate of 0.4 


percent. 


The number of interviews by city are outlined in Table 2.1. 


2.1.2 Sample Selection 


The objective of the survey was to capture how the available rental housing 
market process works for a prospective tenant. It was difficult to specify 
the sample universe before the survey began as it varied from day to day 


and by location, with no uniform source. 


The CMHC survey reports information for each census zone in the urban 
centres. Accordingly, the approach was to obtain a sample from each census 
zone. This would prove useful for comparative purposes as well as ensuring 


a wide coverage of the survey. 


However, as some zones had more rental housing available than others the 


sample size by census zone varied considerably. 


The universe for survey selection was made up of rental housing units 
available for rent and was found from three major sources as indicated in 
TaDL@, 72 ach; The first was the newspapers. This was the most important 
initial source and was readily available in every area in the survey. Ss 
provided an information source which was very up to date and reliable. 
Appendix I provides summary tables for the newspaper findings in each of 


the five cities. 


The second source of survey interviews was agencies - homefinders, real 
estate and property management. The most important was Homelocators, a 
company which provided a list of available rental properties, each coded by 


acvariety of:items) (eg. rent,.! sizes, (location, restrictions;.etei jee This 


abies ci 


Source of Survey Sample 


(Number of Interviews) 


Newspapers Agencies Signs Other! ibengeull Repeats 
Toronto: 107 88 18 66 279 46 
Toronto 42 | 4 1s Bit 103 14 
Etobicoke 6 20 1 9 36 6 
York 10 4 1) @ 14 4) 
East York 5) 4 2 2 Wa 5 
Scarborough 8 21 1 12 42 8 
North York 38 22 1 tz Te) 16 
Ottawa 51 18 T Pag 103 $2 
London 25 11 1 16 51 4 
Kingston 21 Fase, 4 2 50 8 
North Bay 8 6 4 6 24 2 
TOA 210 146 34 1 41% 507 WE 
PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 41 29 oe 2D 100 14 


1 Includes chance visits to apartment complexes. 


particular company had offices in all the selected cities except North Bay. 
In addition, in some cases real estate agents and property management 


companies were used as a source for available rental housing. 


The third source was the use of signs outside buildings which indicated 


rental housing availability. 


The fourth source, other, was from chance visits to apartment complexes in 


various areas, and word of mouth. 


2.1.3 Interviewer Profile and Procedure 


A total of nine interviewers, ranging in age from 20 to 53 years, surveyed 
the market from a number of different perspectives. The types of people 
represented in the survey were: 

- students, single or a group; 

- young single unemployed; 

- young single working; 

- young couple both working; 

- middle-aged family with young children; 

- middle-aged professional couple; 

- older couple; 


- older family with older children. 


The purpose of the project was to simulate actual market conditions facing 
tenants as closely as possible. It was assumed that different types of 
tenants facing different market opportunities, may see the market very 
differently as they search for a place to live. We wanted to capture not 
only the statistics, but also market realities for different types of 


tenants such as any explicit or implicit terms and conditions. 


The interviewers initially stuck to their roles and found in a number of 


cases that they were unable to visit places which were available for rent. 
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The interviewers were briefed and given practice in using the 
questionnaire. During the actual interview, notes were taken on a pad and 
transferred to the questionnaire form after the interview. One to several 


interviewers were responsible for a census Zone. 


2.1.4 The Questionnaire 


A questionnaire was developed in consultation with the Thom Commission. 
Figure 1 shows the questionnaire used for the rental housing survey. The 
design related to three types of information required: identification 
information at the beginning, followed by the factual questions and ending 
with the more sensitive questions regarding the previous tenant's rent and 


the issues of rent control. 


Most of the questions were straightforward, requiring undisputed facts. 
The questions related to room size, apartment and building condition 
required the interviewer’s subjective judgement. Room sizes were ranked 
small, medium or large depending upon size and also use of the room (i.e. a 
living room the same size as a large sized bathroom might be considered 
small). Apartment (interior) and overall building condition were ranked on 
a scale of 9-9 where @ was very poor, 4.5 was adequate and 9 was excellent. 


Other questions required interpretation as the responses to them were not 


always clear. These questions are: 
- services: maintenance - some landlords didnot make it clear 
whether or not maintenance of the unit, such as 


painting, was their responsibility. 


- lease: rent/month - it was suspected that some landlords/agents 
would advertise or quote a different rent initially from 
that actually demanded. 
deposit and other costs - it was anticipated that there 
might be "“key money" charges hidden in the form of non- 
returnable deposits or such other costs as the purchase of 
carpets and drapes. 

- restrictions: pets, ete. - it was anticipated that responses might 

be biased by the interviewee’s- impression of the 
interviewer and as a result be negotiable on some of 


these issues. 


The most sensitive questions concerned rent control and the amount of rent 


paid by the previous tenant. 
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Figure 1 Phase I Survey Questionnaire 


NUMBER: 


DATE: INTERVIEWER: 


SOURCE OF VACANCY: AGENCY, PAPER, SIGN, OTHER, 


ADDRESS OF UNIT: 


AREA: 
TYPE OF UNIT: B 1 BR 2 BR 
FURNISHED: Y N 
ROOMS: Sa iaene 
Sum pp lse 
5S. .M 5; 


APPLIANCES: So, F, -W,) DD, DW. /OTEER 


CONDITION (9-9) 


SERVICES: PARKING b Ne HYDRO 
MAINTENANCE y N; “HEATING 
OTHER 


BUILDING: CONDITION (9-9) 


° 
> 


PROXIMITY TO: (DISTANCE, MINUTES WALK...) 


PUBLIC TRANSPORT ; SHOPPING-VARIETY 
LEASE RENT/MTH ; DEPOSIT 


OTHER COSTS (SPECIFY) 


RESTRICTIONS: PETS, CHILDREN, OTHER 


STATUS OF RESPONDENT: OWNER, LANDLORD, 
SUBLET: Y N 

WHEN CAN I TAKE IT 

IF NOT, WHAT DO I HAVE TO DO 

PREVIOUS TENANT’S RENT 


NEIGHBOURHOOD 
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TELEPHONE #: 


De BR H(3 BR) 
RENT: 
S) 
S) 
S 
y N; SECURITY 
PG N; CABLE 
# OF UNITS ; AGE 


° 
, 


LENGTH OF LEASE 


OTHER 


REFERENCES 


RENT CONTROLLED 


OTHER 


x 


Rd 


; GROCERIES ; OTHER 


2.1.5. Checking 


Checking took place in several ways. Approximately fourteen percent of all 
interviews (as indicated in Table 2.1) were repeated by a different person 
in order to check for variations in interviewee responses. Thies talec 
served the purpose of checking how long it took for some rental vacancies 


to be taken. 


For the Toronto surveys a check was carried out to compare the rents asked 
for, with those on record at the Residential Tenancy Commission which 
specifies the rent control levels for buildings and/or units for which an 


application had been filed either by the tenant or landlord. 


A comprehensive data check was also carried out at various stages of the 
data handling process. First, all interview forms were checked initially 
by the survey leaders. Answers were then tabulated by the interviewer for 
entry into the computer, at which point the information was checked for 


interviewer bias. 


Once the data was up on the computer a comprehensive system of logic checks 


was utilized to check the integrity of the information again. 


2.2 Phase II - No Vacancy Survey 


Phase II of the study came about as a result of some of the findings from 
Phase. I. It was observed, in the attempt to find available housing, that 


there were a number of large and not-so-large apartment complexes which 


never indicated a vacancy. This contrasted sharply with the Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs and Housing, Rental Market Surveys, which indicate a 
fairly high renter mobility rate of between 29 and 45 percent, depending 


upon the city, of tenants who have moved during the previous year. 


As a result of these observations and discussions with the Thom Commission 


it was decided to investigate the rental housing market mechanisms of a 


number of buildings or complexes in the Toronto area. 


2.2.1 Methodology 


This phase of the project was devoted to an inquiry into the mechanisms by 


which the market was working in a situation of relatively high demand and 


low supply for certain very desirable rent controlled properties. Tite is 
a small portion of the total market which anecdotes, rumours and newspaper 
articles have singled out as distorted. It was reported that key money is 


being paid to sitting tenants as an inducement to sublet or that some 
sublets involve higher monthly rents than those paid to the landlord. 
These instances occurred in buildings where rent control was in effect, 
reflecting a situation where the market value that people are willing to 


pay is well above the actual controlled rent. 


The characteristics of buildings in this situation were considered 
to be: 

- buildings with apartments under rent control 

- permanent zero vacancy state 

- very long or abandoned waiting lists 


- subletting out of the landlord's control. 


It was thought that most people taking part in such arrangements, which are 


of doubtful legality and likely to be unwelcome to the landlord, would be 


reluctant to answer questions about them. 


A combination of three approaches was adopted: 


lise 


er 


First approach - interviews. 


(a) A list.:wasi madenof 2 desirable «buildings om mui lading 
complexes with some or all of the symptoms mentioned above. 

(db) The rental office of each was contacted by a ‘potential 
tenant’ to enquire about vacancies, waiting lists, sublets and 
(discreetly) key money etc., in addition to general information 
about the building. 

(c) Then, three tenants in each building with very long or 
abandoned waiting lists were contacted and interviewed by means 
of an informal chat. In these casual interviews, the interviewer 
allowed questions to arise normally in conversation and responses 
were not recorded in front of the interviewee. The questions 
followed up as far as possible any hints of additional payments. 
(d) An advertisement asking for assistance in locating an 
apartment in the building and offering a reward, was placed 


in the Laundry room of the building. 


Second approach - newspaper advertisement - seeking apartment. 
An advertisement was placed in the Globe and Mail and the Toronto 
Star, requesting assistance in finding a luxury/rent controlled 


downtown apartment and offering a reward. 


eee Third approach - newspaper advertisement - researcher. 
Advertisements were placed in the Globe and Mail and the Toronto 
Star asking for help for a researcher who was looking into 


additional payments made to obtain an apartment. 


It was considered necessary to provide these three approaches to ensure the 
greatest probability of locating people who knew these particular market 


mechanisms since they were likely to be few and elusive. 


3. PHASE I SURVEY RESULTS 


In this section the survey results are discussed at the overall survey 
level, the city level and in some cases at the individual census unit 
level. The survey summary for each census zone is given in Appendix II. 
Presentation of some of the key results have been presented graphically in 
Appendix V, for the overall survey and each of the cities and 6 


municipalities of Toronto. 


The discussion of the results includes certain assumptions which should be 
defined “at~ the “outset. Pirst, eligibility for rent control has been 
indicated from the results of the survey data. A-unit eligible for rent 
control was defined as a unit in a building of more than 10 years of age 
and monthly rent’ for the unit of less than $759, at the time of the survey. 
The assumption here is that rents will not have declined since October 3@, 
1984 as specified in the RTC’s criteria for rent review. This approach 
also ignores those units which had rents of less than $750 before October 
30, 1984 but had increased their rents beyond $750 before the time of the 


survey, July 1985. 


second, all data are based upon that collected at the time of the survey, 


July?4985- 


Thied, ail rents©are~specified™in dollars per month. 


zg 


3.1 The Overall Survey 


The rental housing market in Ontario is made up of 1,159,736 units, 37 
percent of the total housing units, as estimated by the 1981 Census. (See 
Appendix IV) Approximately 48 percent of the province’s rental housing is 


accounted for in the urban centres surveyed. 


A total of 507 rental housing units were visited, distributed as indicated 
in Table 2.1, plus an additional 72 repeat visits. The average rent was 
$562/month varying from a low of $120/month for a one bedroom apartment in 
Kingston, to a high of $3500/month for a house in North York. A comparison 
of the rents between the cities,,. as shown,in.Table .3.1,«,indieates- the 
differences in average rent from the lowest of $420/month found in North 
Bay followed by London, Kingston, Ottawa and Toronto which averaged 


$602/month. 


The average rent levels for units indicating they were under rent control 
is indicated for the overall survey in Table 3.1. Fornaalledunits ; Akother 
than bachelor, units the rent controlled units had lower asking rents, down 


to 95% of the overall average levels. 


In all cases, other than bachelor units, the asking rents were considerably 
higher than those estimated by the CMHC survey for occupied units. This is 
discussed further in section 3.19 of this report. The reason. bachelor 
units tend to have a lower rent level in this survey is most probably that 
this survey included single rooms or 2 room units in houses as. bachelor 


UNnNLCSs:. 
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Met. Toronto 
Toronto 
Etobicoke 
York 
East York 
Scarborough 
North York 

Ottawa 

London 

Kingston 

North Bay 

Overall Survey 

Rent Controlled 


Units 


CMHC* 


H denotes highest 


L denotes lowest 


Ban 


340 


Summary of Survey Rents 


408 


Tables Sa 


(Dollars) 


DAD 


480 


* Weighted average by city and unit type. 


2A 


714 


EM Are 


HOUSE 


684 
593t 


CO he) 


OVERALL 
AVG. 


444 


Additional costs were required in 25 percent of the sample for heat and 
hydro, averaging $19 and $20/month respectively. Other costs were asked 
for parking and coin-operated laundry facilities. There were several 
instances of people asking for money to pay for carpeting and blinds but 
these were thought to be legitimate costs. Invtact, in 2 -nubiber “of 
instances offers of one or two months free rent were made if one took the 
rental unit. The reasoning behind this incentive was not always clear. 
Perhaps the landlord wanted to rent his unit at an artificially high price 
and, rather than lower the face value of the rent, he preferred to discount 
e By The suspected reason for this was the proposed change in the rent 
control situation where all rental units would be under a 4 percent peér 
annum rent increase. A higher rent would provide a better base upon which 


to make future rent increases. 


Almost all the sample, 94 percent, had kitchen appliances included. 
Laundry appliances were provided in only 490 percent of the units, with a 


further 14 percent having access to coin operated facilities. 


The building and rental unit conditions were rated on a scale of 9-9 and 
averaged 6.9 and 5.9 respectively. This was a subjective evaluation on the 
part of the interviewer but in general most housing was well kept and there 
was certainly no evidence of slums such as is found in a number of European 


and American cities. 


There was 19 percent of the sample which had no lease, primarily from 
Toronto which accounted for 15 percent. Sublets were observed in 12 


percent of the sample. This reflected a position where the existing tenant 


ee 


wanted to get rid of their lease for whatever reason and in some cases was 


willing to accept less than the rent she/he was obliged to pay. 


Of the total sample of 597 units visited, 268 or 53 percent, were 
considered eligible for rent control. However, 26 percent of those units 
had specified in the interview that they were not under rent controls. HIG 
was felt that the responses indicating that they were under rent controls 
were not always correct as the landlord did not want to be seen to be 


breaking the law. 


One half of the sample was available for immediate occupancy. However, 
only 29 percent of the sample corresponded to the CMHC definition of vacant 
unite. Buildings with greater than five units represented 64 percent of 


the sample. The average age of all buildings visited was 22 years. 


The sources of information Jeading to a rental unit visit were 
predominantly newspapers, 41 percent, agencies 29 percent and other (mostly 
chance visits) 30 percent as shown in Table 2.1. The remainder were 


accounted for by signs posted outside the unit location. 


The portion of the survey comparable to the CMHC sample universe - that is 
buildings with more than 5 units - was 47 percent. Furthermore, that 
portion of the survey which would fit the CMHC’s definition of ‘vacant’ - 


empty units in buildings with more than 5 units - was 29 percent. 


Avavlabiiity ~ varied!) trom city, to-city- It was felt that North Bay and 
Etobicoke were the two tightest rental markets. AG the: other “extreme 


Ottawa and Toronto city were the two exhibiting the greatest availability. 
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The others lay in between. A summary of the survey results is given in 


Appendix II. 


Initially, roles were set up to describe each interviewer’s situation. 
However, it was found that in some areas, particularly London, students 
were unwelcome in a number of buildings. At other units, unemployed people 
were unwelcome and in these instances credit references were usually 
required. Specific restrictions on children were indicated in 198 units, 
39 percent of the sample, and on pets in 377 units or 74 percent of the 


sample. 
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3.2 Metropolitan Toronto 


Toronto is Canada’s major centre for industry, commerce and finance. Many 
corporate head offices are located here and in general, employment is 
available. Toronto has shown a strong and steady economic recovery over 
the last three years since the 1981 - 1982 recession. In "additions= the 
cultural and sports activities add greatly to the quality of life found in 
Toronto. These factors contribute to the general public impression that 


Toronto is a good place to live. 


The population of Metropolitan Toronto is estimated at 2.2 million people 
in’ five cities: Toronto, North York, Etobicoke, York, Scarborough and one 
borough=@- East York’ (in’this report they°are all’ referred to as’ “citieés). 
Griginatly; “the “city*of"-Toronto*was * the*hub” around which’ the cther five 
cities grew up - as newer dormitory communities. But- in the’ past “few 
decades, these areas have established themselves as more independent 


communities and are now centres supporting their own industries. 


In Metropolitan Toronto there were 812,000 housing units in 1981 of which 
49 percent, or 598,900 units, were rented as indicated in Appendix IV. 
Rents as observed in the survey and summarized in Table 3.2 varied greatly 
Fromeea)clow of, .$188/month \ufor a.«wachelon "apartment Sin | SEtobicoke Wito 


$350@/month for a house in North York. 
In general, the very good transportation network of roads and public 
transport, in particular the subway, allows easy access around and about 


the city as well as to the downtown office and shopping core. As a result, 


Z5 


Tabiteos.e2 


Metropolitan Toronto Results 


(Scarborough, Etobicoke, Toronto, York, East York and North York) 


Number Average Rent Average 
of units Rent Controlled Rent 
Units 

Whole Sample 279 $688 out pe. 449* 

Bachelor 29 309 308 350 

1 Bedroom 101 465 462 426 

2 Bedroom 91 669 641 496 

3 Bedroom 30 805 187 582 

House De 960 aa = 

1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, 


CMHC SAMPLE! 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Table V and Appendix A. 


Vacancy 
Rate 


Canada 


* weighted average of sample results from Metropolitan Toronto (excluding 


4 bedroom units). 


26 


diverse and desirable living areas are found scattered all over Metro 


TOON Gor 


Sources of available rental housing units varied but the newspapers were 
found to be the most helpful. In the three major Toronto newspapers a 
total of 527 ads were placed for rental housing units, as shown in Appendix 
1% However, only 382 of these ads were placed by private parties, rather 


than agents. 


Of the sample of rental units, 64 percent were in buildings of more than 5 
units in size with a mean of 97 units per building and an average building 
age of 24 years. There were a number of high rise apartment blocks 
scattered throughout Metropolitan Toronto, primarily on the major 
transportation routes which access the subway system directly Or, 
indirectly served by buses. An interesting phenomenon was observed that a 
number of large and desirable apartment complexes never showed a vacancy. 


This is discussed in further detail in section 4.9 of this report. 


More than one fifth of the sample required payments additional to the 
specified rent for heat and/or hydro expenses. In several cases additional 
money for carpeting and blinds was requested by a sitting tenant, however, 
it was felt that this was not out of line. The most costly example was for 
a luxury 2 bedroom apartment in Thorncliffe Park where a tenant with 
relatively new carpeting, covering about 1800 square feet, and window 
blinds was asking $2000, well less than the replacement costs, and only if 


the new tenant wanted them. 
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There were very few sublets, only 14 percent of the total sample, 
indicating that most advertised vacancies were being let by the landlord. 
Approximately one half of the rental housing units visted were available 


for immediate occupancy. 


A considerable number of interviewees indicated that they were not on rent 
control, predominantly those with rents greater than $750/ month. Of the 
sample 43 percent appeared to be eligible for rent control, that is those 
with rents less than $750 in buildings more than 19 years old and 31 
percent of those, 13 percent of the total sample, indicated that they were 


not governed by rent control. 


There appeared to be rental housing units available. However, restrictions 
would most probably occur if a tenant was very selective about the location 


or a specific building. 


It should be emphasized that only 64 percent of the sample would be similar 
to that covered by the CMHC sample. The portion of the sample fitting 
CMHC*s definition of ‘vacant” units in buildings of more than 5 unite an 


ready for immediate occupancy, was 27 percent. 


The following section describes each city or borough within Metropolitan 


TOrONnto- 
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3-2») Loronto City 


The city of Toronto represents the downtown area and adjacent residential 
areas, and is the working place of a large number of persons in 


Metropolitan Toronto. Toronto itself has a population of 599,000. 


The rental buildings tend to be older houses (5@ or more years), older 
smaller apartment blocks, some of them recently renovated, as well as new 
apartment and condominium tower complexes. The downtown location of some 
of the newer apartment/condominium blocks is very popular and they tend to 
rent;iat the high end of the market, depending upon the» extent of the 
supporting services and facilities, such as gymnasiums, cinemas, barbecue 


PacwieiGies,, ELC. 


In the downtown area, bachelor and one bedroom apartments were the most 
common rental housing units to find and appeared suited for students 


(because of the proximity to the University of Toronto) or single working 


young adults. These are usually within walking distance of public 
transportation. 
phy) the norti Gof OthemMicentremi cor cs Maren several older established 


neighbourhoods such as Rosedale, Forest Hill, North Toronto and Lawrence 


Parke 


The survey covered 1935 rental units in the city of Toronto, the largest 
sample from the 6 Metro Toronto cities. This reflects the distribution of 


the overall availability of rental housing in Metropolitan Toronto, as 
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indicated by the newspaper advertisements and Homelocators listings 


summarized in Appendix I. 


A summary of the survey results are given in Appendix II. Average rents 
varied from $314/ month for a bachelor apartment to $843/month for a three 
bedroom apartment as is shown in Table 35.3. It is interesting to note that 
in the places surveyed the rents were higher on average for a 3 bedroom 
apartment rather than a house. Furthermore, the highest rent surveyed was 


for a 2 bedroom apartment in the St. Clair and Avenue Road area. 


In almost every case kitchen appliances were provided, however, in less 
than one half were laundry facilities provided or available in the building 


(i.e. coin operated). 


The buildings surveyed had an average age of 39 years, very much older than 
the survey average for Metro Toronto. Fifty-seven percent of the sample 
was of units in buildings with more than 5 units. However, only 23 percent 
of the sample would have corresponded to the CMHC vacancy sample by being 
immediately available and in buildings of more than 5 units. The 
subjective building rating of 5.7 on a scale of 9 - 9 indicated that the 
buildings were in acceptable condition. It, also shows that building 
exteriors were generally better kept than the apartments inside when 


compared with the interior apartment condition rating of 5.2. 


Additional costs for heat or hydro were expected in 16 of the units 
sampled. There was no evidence of any extraordinary additional payments. 
However, some large building complexes which were checked on a chance basis 


had no vacancies, only waiting lists and in some instances key money 
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Taber s> 


Toronto City Results 


CMHC 

Number Average Average Vacancy 

of units Rent Rent Rate 
Whole Sample 183 $555 454* ®.5 
Bachelor 18 314 a2 1.@ 
1 Bedroom 44 453 44) ®.4 
2 Bedroom eat 6 746 55.1 Di 55 
3 Bedroom 6 843 694 ®.4 
House | 8 803 a a 
1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, Canada 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Table V and Appendix A. 


* weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 
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transactions were suspected. This appeared to be particularly true close 
to the Yonge subway system (i.e., Bloor, St. Clair, Eglinton, etc.). This 


topic was studied further and is discussed in section 4.90. 


The source of interviews was predominantly the newspapers. However, chance 
visits, particularly in the area west of the downtown such as Parkdale 


proved useful. 


Overall the wide range of rents, style of housing and locations produced 


available housing at varying standards. 


3.2.2 Etobicoke 


The city of Etobicoke is made up of census zones 5, 6 and 7 which are 
located west of the Humber River to the Etobicoke Creek and north from the 
Lakeshore to the Metropolitan Toronto city limits at Steeles Avenue. It has 
a population of 300,998 persons. A summary of the survey results is given 
in Appendix II. In general, Etobicoke has predominantly residential areas 


with few high rise developments relative to other parts of Toronto. 


In spite of this, 61 percent of the survey was of units in buildings with 6 
or more units. The area with the greatest amount of available housing was 
in the south, New Toronto, Islington and Alderwood. The rents as shown in 
Table 3.4 appeared to be less than those in the city of Toronto, shown in 
Table 3.5. The overall average rent was $505/month, as shown in Table 3.4, 
from a low of $188/month for a bachelor unit to a high of $1980/month for a 


2 bedroom apartment. 
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Table 3.4 


Etobicoke Results 


CMHC 

Number Average Average Vacancy 

of units Rent Rent Rate 
Whole Sample 36 $5085 $463* Oe 
Bachelor 4 ZOD 289 %.@ 
1 Bedroom LS gis Bi je) @.1 
2 Bedroom 1@ 642 481 0.1 
3 Bedroom 2 iieks su hy 0.4 
House 4 744 = — 
1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, Canada 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Table V and Appendix A. 


* weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 
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In all but three cases, 8 percent, kitchen appliances were provided. 
However, only 42 percent had laundry facilities provided or in the 
building. The average rental unit interior condition was ranked at 5.4 on 


a scale of @ to 9, compared with an exterior rating 6.9. 


The average age of the buildings surveyed was 25 years, younger than those 
found in the city of Toronto or the same as the survey average for Metro 


Toronto- 


Just more than one half of the landlords required leases and one quarter of 
all units were sublets. One half of the units surveyed were available for 
immediate occupancy, however, only 19 percent of the sample would 


correspond to the CMHC sample population. 


Additional costs for heat and hydro were evidenced in seven cases or 19 


percent of the sample. 


5.265 0 York 


The city of York stretches east-west to the northwest of the city of 
Toronto and has a population of 129,498 persons. It is characterized by 
several ethnic groups: West Indian, Italian and Jewish communities. The 
buildings tend to ‘be generally smaller: houses! except. for the «Eglinton 
Avenue West corridor which has a number of high rise developments. One 


half of the survey was made up of buildings with more than 5 units. 
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Table 3:5 


York Results 


CMHC 

Number Average Average Vacancy 

of units Rent Rent Rate 
Whole Sample 14 $532 $425* @.4 
Bachelor 2 363 Sr 2.8 
1 Bedroom 5 462 389 0.3 
2 Bedroom 4 Ser. 485 @.4 
3 Bedroom 1 750 574 we 
House 2 675 oe a 
1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, Canada 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Table V and Appendix A. 


* weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 
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The survey covered 14 rental housing units. Survey rents tended to be 
stable (see section 3.7.2) in the area, with an overall average of 
$532/month as shown in Table 3.5, varying from a low of $35@/month for a 
bachelor apartment to a high of $800/month for a house as indicated in the 


summary table of results in Appendix II. 


In general, the ages of the buildings are older in the south to newer, 
post-World War II housing in the north. The average age of the buildings 


surveyed was 2@ years. 


The interior condition of the housing units, ranked at 6.6 on the scale of 
®@ to 9, was highest in this area of all the Toronto cities and considerably 
higher » than the exterior rating of 5.8. Leases were required in over ~'79 
percent of the units sampled. No sublets were found. A high proportion of 
the units, 64 percent, was available for immediate occupancy. Onkyi9 saa 
percent of the sample would fit the CMHC sample population criteria of 
being immediately ready for occupancy and in a building of more than 5 


units. 
The vast majority of interviews, 71 percent, were arranged through 
newspaper advertisements, the remainder originated at the Homelocator’s 


agency. 


There were few additional costs observed except for 29 percent of the 


sample which asked for additional heat or hydro payments. 
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3.2.4 East York 


The borough of East York, census area 9, is to the east of the city of 
Toronto. It is the smallest of the 6 areas making up Metro Toronto, with a 
population of 98,900. East York is primarily a residential area with 
pockets of industry on Laird Drive and along the Don Valley. The Don River 


and the Don Valley Parkway cut diagonally through the middle of the area. 


there is a large apartment complex in Thornceliffe Park and other large 


apartment blocks along Victoria Park, the borough’s eastern boundary. 


A total of eleven interviews and five repeats were conducted in this area. 
The average rent was $70@/month, as shown in Table 3.6, with a minimum of 
$375/month for a 2 bedroom apartment and a maximum of $1200 for a 3 bedroom 
apartment in Thorncliffe Park. All housing units came equipped with 
kitchen appliances, however, only 55 percent had laundry facilities 
available. The average interior condition was estimated at 6.@ compared 


WLUnPasouL laine, CONOIVLONLOL LONe DOtnN. On a scale of @ to 9. 
Slightly less than half of the sample, 5, had buildings with greater than 5 
units and only 1. of those was available immediately.,. fitting,an with.,.the 


CMHC rental housing survey definition. 


It is interesting to note that 45 percent of the sample did not want a 


lease. Only 1 of the sample was a sublet. 


eit / 


Taple to. 


East York Results 


CMHC 

Number Average Average Vacancy 

of units Rent Rent Rate 
Whole Sample 11 $702 $423* @.1 
Bachelor 1 480 ZS | O39 
1 Bedroom 3 459 386 ®.1 
2 Bedroom 2 503 466 ®.1 
3 Bedroom S 1101 293 Oa 
House 2 818 ee re 
1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, Canada 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Table V and Appendix A. 


* weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 
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There was no evidence of additional costs involved in obtaining a housing 
unit, other than the 45 percent of the sample asking for payments for heat 


or hydro services. 


The sources of interviews were mixed evenly between agencies, newspapers, 


signs and other sources. 


3.2.5 Scarborough 


scarborough is that part of MetrouToronto, east-of-—Victoria Park, between 
Lake Ontario and Steeles Avenue. It has a number of industrial park areas 
and residential housing. Its population is estimated to be 494,180 in 
1985. It is served by the Bloor/Danforth subway as far as Kennedy Road and 
then a Light Rapid Transit system north to Ellesmere Avenue. People “are 


dependent on cars because of the long distances from downtown. 


It is a young city; the survey indicated an average age of 8 years for the 
units observed, characterized by rapid population growth and new housing 
developments. Of all the units surveyed, 93 percent were in buildings with 
greater than 5 units and in all 48 percent of the survey would be also 


classified as vacant or immediately available in the CMHC survey. 


The average rent was $642/month, as indicated in Table 3.7, with a range 
between $417/month and $989/month for a 1 bedroom apartment and a house 
respectively. Rent levels were considered to be the most stable of any 


area in the survey as discussed in section 3.7.2. 


a9 


Table 5.7 


Scarborough Results 


CMHC 

Number Average Average Vacancy 

of units Rent Rent Rate 
Whole Sample 42 $624 $471 * @.4 
Bachelor () -— 344 @.4 
1 Bedroom 17 569 422 Ne 
2 Bedroom 18 631 486 ®.4 
3 Bedroom = 736 574 0.6 
House 2 759 a= cafes 
1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, Canada 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Table V and Appendix A. 


* weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 
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All units surveyed required a lease and only one case was a_ sublet. Rent 
controls were said to not apply by two respondents who were both charging 


more than $750/month for their units. 


The sources which provided the most interviews were the Homelocators agency 
and just stopping and asking at a prospective building or complex. A 
relatively small proportion of: respondents, Ao OL, Jcthe; (42, )reaquLred 


additional charges for heat or hydro. 
3.2.6 North York 


North York city is the area to the north of the City Or Toronto stretching 
as far as Steeles Avenue and bounded on the east and west by Scarborough 
and Etobicoke respectively. The 1985 population is estimated at 560,000. 
It has followed a well integrated plan of development for both industry and 
suburban residential housing. The high rise buildings are located along 
the major roadways and the central areas within these blocks are filled 


with smaller residential houses and townhouses. 


The survey covered a sample of 73 rental units in North York and found an 
average rent of $724/month, well above the average for Metro Toronto. No 
bachelor apartments were found. Rental prices ranged from a low of 
$225/month for a one bedroom apartment to a high of $3500/month for a house 
in the Bayview/Finch area. The summary of rent results is given in Table 


ieee 


Appliances were available for the kitchen in 93 percent of the units 


visited but only 47 percent had laundry facilities available. 
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Tabpless<s8 


North York Results 


CMHC 

Number Average Average Vacancy 

of units Rent Rent Rate 
Whole Sample Te $724 469* 0.3 
Bachelor @ -- S45 %.8 
1 Bedroom 17 472 416 @.3 
2 Bedroom 30 629 486 ®.2 
3 Bedroom 12 763 561 ®.2 
House 14 1201 SS = 
1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, Canada 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Table V and Appendix A. 


* weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 
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The building and the interior unit condition ratings were both 6.5 on a 
scalke fof sO@ato 29s This is well above the average of 6.9 for Metro Toronto. 
Larger buildings with more than 5 units composed 64 percent of the sample 
but only 26 percent of the whole sample is comparable to the CMHC survey. 


The average building had 104 units and was 14 years old. 


Five sublets were found;’ 7 percent’, * and’ fourteen, or 19 percent, did’ not 


want a lease. 


Almost one third of the units visited required additional payments for heat 


and hydro. 


The majority of interviews were initiated from newspaper ads with a 


locating agency producing a significant number. 
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3.3 Ottawa 


Ottawa is the national capital. It is not only a centre for politics but 
also business and acts as a centre .for tourism. There are ‘three 
universities, one college, crown corporations and organs of government 


which together account for a great deal of employment and confer a great 


deal of economic stability. Most of such employment, together with the 
related private business - consulting firms, lobbyists, lawyers, is 
centrally located. A new and smaller source of employment is the 


industrial park development on the outskirts of Ottawa, partly directed to 


high technology. 


Ottawa* has a population of about 500,000. In 1981 there were nearly 
217,000 housing units in Ottawa, of which 107,009, 49 percent, were rented. 
Ottawa’s downtown core area, including principal government buildings, lies 
just west of the Rideau River/Rideau Canal system, so that access from the 
east is limited by the number of bridges. The Queensway, (Hwy. 417) is the 
main route by which the core area can be reached and affects choice of 
residential location. The newer housing developments lie away from the 
City <core. Access to downtown from some of these takes a long time by 


Ottawa Transit or even car. 


The survey visited 193 units available for rent, of which 53, or 51 
percent, were available for immediate occupancy. Among these 37, or 36 
percent of the sample, were in buildings with more than 5 units, and 


therefore comparable to vacancies by the CMHC survey definition. 


* Ottawa includes: Ottawa City, Vanier, Rockcliffe Park, Nepean and 
Gloucester. 
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Access to the market is through the newspaper, The Citizen. On Wednesday, 
July 17 it listed 375 advertisements for apartments, of which 348 were 
private ads rather than agencies. There were in addition 349 
advertisements for houses and 86 for rooms to rent. A large proportion of 
all these (132) were for sublets. (See Appendix I) Homelocators’ list for 
Ottawa on July 16 contained over 1250 entries (250 more than the list for 


Metro Toronto). 


Forty-five percent of the units visited were eligible to come under rent 
control (rents of less than $750 per month in buildings older than 120 
years). However, about one quarter of these indicated that they were not 


under rent control. 


Among the units surveyed rental levels varied with size and location from 
$170 for a1 bedroom apartment to $1250 for a 3 bedroom apartment in the 
area with an overall average of $565 as indicated in Table 3.9. The 
average building age was 18 years old and their condition was rated at 6.1 
onGa scale of 6 - 9. The apartments’ condition was rated the same at 6.1. 
A summary of the data collected can be found for Ottawa and its 8 census 


zones in the tables of Appendix II. 


There was no indication of extraordinary initial costs but heating and 


hydro were extra in 35 cases, 534 percent of the sample. 


CMHC divides Ottawa into 5 zones within the city limits, Vanier City and 2 


outer zones. 
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Tavle: o>. 


Ottawa Results 


CMHC 
Number Average Rent Average Vacancy 
of units Rent Controlled Rent Rate 
Units 

Whole Sample 103 $565 o}3 36) 435* 0.9 
Bachelor 3 326 388 326 1.0 
1 Bedroom 39 460 449 486 0.7 
2 Bedroom ot 624 629 491 0.9 
3 Bedroom 8 716 696 586 vee 
House 16 657 = cto a 
1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, Canada 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. 


* weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 
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3.3.1 Zone 1 (Downtown) 


The units surveyed in Zone 1, the downtown core of Ottawa, were in 
buildings which were built recently, with an average age of 11 years. This 
is not typical of most buildings in the area which are considerably older, 


however, vacancies were concentrated in the newer apartment buildings. 


Rents varied from a low of $400 per month for a one bedroom unit to a high 
of $780 per month for a two bedroom unit. The average rent of the 14 units 


surveyed was $629 per month. 


The condition of the buildings was ranked at 7.7 compared with the actual 
apartment ranking of 7.4, both on a scale of @-9. This is well above the 


average of the survey. 


Additional payments for heat and hydro were required in 5 of the 14 units, 
or 36 percent of the sample. Only one unit was a sublet and seven units 
were ready for immediate occupancy. One out of the four units eligible for 


rent control indicated that they were not under rent control. 


3.3.2 Zone 2 (Sandy Hill and Environs) 


Census zone 2 is asmall, older area, the average age of the buildings 


visited was 24 years, immediately adjacent to the east of the downtown 


area. A total of 17 units were surveyed with an average rent of $519 per 


month. This varied from a low of $179 per month for a one bedroom unit to 
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a high .of 9875 icr a two bedroom units All units surveyed were in 


buildings with more than 5 units. 


More than one half, 9 units, were available immediately for occupancy. The 
buildings’ condition ranked 5.8 compared with the apartments’ condition 


ranking of 5.6 on a scale of 6-9. 


All but one of the interviewees required leases. Other costs were required 
for heat and hydro expenses in 52 percent, or 9 of the 17 units. Ten of 
the units visited, 59 percent of the sample, indicated the requirements for 
rent control, of which 3, or 30 percent, replied that there was no rent 


control. 


3.3.3 Zone 3 (Ottawa West to Glebe) 


zone 3 is made up of two distinct areas, one Ottawa West immediately to the 
west of the downtown and the other immediately to the south Glebe. The 
area is older - the average age of buildings visited was 33 years - and has 
a lot of detached houses, some of which contain apartments. Eleven of the 


19 units surveyed were in buildings with less than 6 units. 


The average rent was $599 per month varying from a low of $350 per month 
for a one bedroom unit to a high of $1250 for a three bedroom unit. The 
rankings of the buildings and the apartments were both 6.5 on a scale of @ 
to 9. Twelve units were expected to be under rent control however, in 7 of 
these the interviewee responded that they were not. Additional costs were 
required for heat and hydro in 8 instances. Only 3 of the 19 units, or 16 


percent, were available immediately. 
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3.3.4 Zone 4 (East Ottawa Suburbs) 


The newer suburban area to the east of the downtown core makes up census 
zone 4. The average age of the buildings visited was 11 years. The 
condition of the buildings and apartments were ranked at 5.5 and 5.6 


respectively on a scale of @ to 9. 


The average rent of the 19 units surveyed was $486, varying from a low of 
$350 for a one bedroom unit to a high of $800 for a house. Sixteen of the 
19 units, or 84 percent, were available for immediate occupancy, and 11 of 


these, 58 percent of the sample, were in buildings greater than 5 units. 


All but one of the units required a lease, and only one was ae sublet. 
Additional costs for heat and hydro services were required in 6 of the 


units, or 52 percent of the sample. 


It is interesting to note that 14 units in this area were located through 
an agency. In all other Ottawa areas, the units were located through the 
newspapers. All of the 5 units eligible for rent control were indicated to 


be under rent control. 

3.3.5 Zone 5 (West Ottawa Suburbs) 

The area in census zone 5 lies directly south of the Ottawa River and to 
the west of the downtown area. The average age of the buildings visited 
was 12 years and their condition averaged 6.8 compared with the apartments 


at. 5.9, both on a scale of 0 to 9. 
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The average rent was $599 per month varying from a low of $324 for a one 
bedroom apartment to $9790 for a three bedroom apartment. Additional costs 


for heat and hydro were required for 1 unit. 


Five of the 14 units were available for immediate occupancy and all of 
these were in buildings of more than 5 units. Of the sample 9 units, or 64 
percent, were located in buildings of more than 5 units. All the units 
required leases. More than one half, 57 percent, of the sample were 


eligible for rent control and all the respective interviewees stated it so. 


3.3.6 Zone 6 (Vanier City) 


Vanier City is a small area just east of the Rideau Canal. Service by 
Ottawa Transit is good, however access by car to other areas depends on 
Route 17 and Hwy. 417. It is an older area where the average age of 
buildings was 23 years. The building condition was rather poor. and 
averaged 4.1 compared with the apartment ranking of 5.2, both on a scale of 


sa oo fe? Bek 


The average rent of the 9 units surveyed was $544 varying from $415 for a 


one bedroom to $725 for a three bedroom apartment. 


There were no sublets and no units in buildings with more than 5 units in 


the sample. All units were eligible for rent control which was. stated 


during the interviews. All but one required a lease. 


5@ 


Additional costs were required by 1 unit for heat and hydro’ services. 
Seven of the 9 units, or 78 percent, were available for immediate 


occupancy. 


3.3.7 Zone 7 (Gloucester ) 


Gloucester is included in the CMHC Ottawa survey. if lies tosthe ‘east. and 
south of the city of Ottawa. It is made up of newer subdivisions, the 
buildings visited were 12 years old on average. Their condition was very 


good, ranked at 7.5 for both the building and the apartment on a scale of @ 


tO. 9 


The average rent for the 4 units visited was $676 per month varying from 
$575 per month for a one bedroom apartment to $858 per month for a _ house. 


Additional costs were required by 50 percent, or two of the units. 


One unit, 25 percent of the sample, was being rented under a sublease and 


one had no lease. Only one was available immediately. 

3.3.8 Zone 8 (Napean) 

Napean is the area just to the west of the city of Ottawa. It is a newer 
area as reflected by the average age of 6 years for the buildings visited. 


Their ‘condition was good; ranked at 6.1 compared with 7.0 for ‘the 


apartments on a scale of @ to 9. 


ou 


The average rent of the 7 units visited was $594 varying from $420 for a 3 
bedroom apartment to $768 for a house. Additional costs for heat and hydro 


were required for 5 of the units or 71 percent of the sample. 


Four of the units were in buildings with more than 5 units and they were 


all available immediately. Two were sublets and only one required no 


lease. None were eligible for rent control. 


De 


3.4 London 


London has a population of about 266,900, about 3 percent of Ontario. It 
has a strong agricultural base in the fertile surrounding farmland, several 
large and many small manufacturers, an important group of financial 
institutions, and the University of Western Ontario which employs 3,790. 
It is a regional centre in many fields besides business including science 
and, medicine; it is a-tourist.centreand is.knowneasethen.sForesten.Citye 


because of its many tree-lined streets, gardens, parks and woodlots. 


The people of London occupied 112,000 housing units, at the 1981 census, of 
which 49,900 (44 percent) were rental units, occupied by 33 percent of the 


population. 


The downtown core of London extends about 2 miles eastward from the 
confluence of the North and South branches of the Thames River. Industrial 
areas are near its eastern and southern edges. The older residential areas 
of London continue another mile or so beyond to the north, south and east 
of the Thames and a much smaller distance west of it just south of the 
University. Newer residential developments extend around these especially 
to the west, and south as far as Hwy. 401. Several complexes under 
construction were observed, more than in the other cities surveyed, 


especially of condominiums and town houses on the city outskirts. 


The CMHC information which covers over 69 percent of the rental _ stock, 


showed a vacancy rate of 9.9 percent in April 1985, that is about 250 units 


empty and available for rent, in buildings with 6 or more units. 
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The survey visited 51 units in London, more than 9.1 percent of the total 
rental stock. A summary of the data collected for London and its census 


zones can be found in Appendix II. 


Homelocators thought houses were usually ‘difficult’ to find but this 
situation was not apparent at the time of the survey and certainly not 
relative to “other “cities in ‘the survey. However, according to 
Homelocators, apartments were a ‘dime a dozen’. In almost all multiple 
unit buildings it was made eiesr that steam cleaning of carpets and room 
painting would be carried out before the next tenancy, even where the 
apartment condition was already kept up. Almost 1@ percent of single unit 
rental advertisements in the Free Press were sublets by tenants, as shown 


in Appendix I. 
Of the 51 units surveyed 35, or 69 percent, were in buildings of more than 
> units and of these 15, or 29 percent, were available immediately and 


would thus qualify as CMHC vacancies. 


The average rent in the survey was $431 varying from $160 for a one bedroom 


to Si1T@O°for ashouse”. 
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Whole Sample 
Bachelor 

1 Bedroom 

2 Bedroom 

3 Bedroom 


House 


1 Source: 


* 


Number 
of units 


16 


18 


ADC leno 


London Results 


Average 
Rent 


$431 


304 


298 


429 


477 


299 


Rent 
Controlled 
Units 


427 


CMHC 


Average 
Rent 


Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation. 


a2 


weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 


Vacancy 
Rave 


Canada 


Building ages varied from brand new up to more than 59 years, averaging 25 


years, and their condition was rated at an average of 5.3 on a ® - 9 scale. 


There was no evidence of extraordinary initial costs, but heating and hydro 


were additional in 39 percent of the sample. 


There were no special discriminatory features found to landlords’ 
attitudes, however it was found that students were less desirable in many 


buildings. 


Access to the market can be had by several means, but for the purposes of 
the survey, the local newspaper and Homelocators were chosen. 
Advertisements in the paper revealed a complex marketplace with many agents 
(8 house seeking, 19 property management and real estate) - a majority of 
‘indirect’ advertisements involving people other than landlord and tenant. 


(See Appendix I). 


The agency Homelocators indicated that by 5:00 p.m. 3@ rentals had been 
made from a morning list of 220 vacancies on July 22; this was a typical 


day in their opinion. 


CMHC divides London into 6 zones, which the survey used as strata in 
defining the sample. It should be noted that due to the small sample size 
in each zone the following comments should not be considered as 


very 


significant from a statistical point of view. 
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3.4.1 Zone 1 (Downtown) 


Census zone i is the downtown core of London. The average monthly rent of 
the 8 units surveyed was $376 varying from a low of $200 for a one bedroom 
apartment to a high of $625 for a two bedroom apartment. Additional 
charges for heat and hydro were required in 3 units, or 38 percent of the 


sample. 


The average building age was 29 years. Their condition was rated at 6.9 
compared with the apartment rating of 5.6, both on a scale of 9 to 9. Six 
units or 75 percent of the sample were in buildings with greater than 5 


units. Of these 2 were available for immediate occupancy. 


There were no sublets, and only one did not required a lease. Five were 
eligible for rent control, all of whom agreed that they were under rent 


Control, 


3.4.2 Zone 2 (East London) 


This area, directly east of the downtown core was primarily made up of 
detached houses with a few apartment blocks on the major. streets. The 
average rent of the five units was oo US from a, low ot “$515" for -) ae one 
bedroom apartment to a high of $479 for a house. ALL *Unilts«-reguired 


additional costs for heat and hydro. 


The average age of the buildings visited was 18 years. The condition of 


the building and the apartments were both ranked at 5.2 on a scale of 9% to 


Dal: 


9. All of the units visited were in buildings with more than 5 units and 


four of these were available for immediate occupancy. 


There were no sublets found, and all required a lease. Three of the units 
were eligible for rent control and in one of these the interviewee 


indicated that they were not under rent control. 


3.4.3 Zone 3 (North London) 


This area immediately north of the downtown London area is also close to 
the University of Western. It has good public transportation as well as 
accessible shopping facilities. The average rent of the 6 units visited 
was $383 from $275 for a one bedroom to $600 for a house. One third of the 


sample required additional costs for heat and hydro services. 


The average building condition was ranked at 4.7 compared with 4.5 for the 
apartments on a scale of @ to 9. The average age of the buildings visited 
was 4@ years. One half of the sample, or 35 units,, were, in, buildings ecm 
more than 5 units and two of these were available immediately. All the 
units visited were eligible for rent control, however, two or one third of 


the respondents indicated that they were not under rent control. 


3.4.4 Zone 4 (Northwest London) 


This zone is to the northwest of the downtown core and encompasses. the 
University of Western. The average rent of the 19 units visited was $575 
varying from $160 for a one bedroom unit to $110 for a house. One, half of 


the sample required additional payments for heat and hydro services. 


58 


Only one unit, 19 percent of the sample, was in a building of more than 5 
units, and it was available for immediate occupancy. In all 8@ percent of 
the sample was available for immediate occupancy. The average age of the 
buildings visited was 31 years. Both the building and apartment conditions 


were ranked at 5.@ on a scale of @ to 9. 


There were not any sublets and each interviewee required a lease. Six were 


eligible for rent control and all considered themselves under it. 
3.4.5 Zone 5 (South London) 


This census zone is south of London’s downtown core and goes as far as Hwy. 
401. The buildings visited were recently constructed, having an average 
age of 16 years. The conditions of the building and apartments were ranked 


at 5.9 and 6.3 respectively, on a scale of @ to 9. 


The average rent for the 12 units visited was $431 varying from a low of 
$280 for a one bedroom unit to $555 for a house. Additional charges for 


heat and hydro were only made in 2 units, 17 percent of the sample. 


One third of the sample was available for immediate occupancy and they were 
all, as was the whole sample, in buildings with more than five units. 
Leases were required for 9 of the 12 units. Tensuni tes» OC.S> percent. act 


the sample were eligible for rent control. 


D9 


3.5 Kingston 


Kingston is a regional centre halfway between Toronto and Ottawa, with 
several manufacturing industries, a large tourist trade, some Ontario 
government offices, lively commerce and two post secondary educational 
establishments. It has a population of about 115,788 housed in 43,9090 
housing units of which 17,500 or 41 percent were rental units as shown in 


Appendix IV, and were occupied by one third of the people. 


The CMHC April 1985 survey covered almost 6,980 units, about 49 percent of 
the whole rental stock and observed a 0.7 percent vacancy rate, that was 
about 59 units in their survey sample empty and available for renting at 


that time. 


This survey covered 59 units or about 9.35 percent of the total rental 
housing stock and of these 29 units met the CMHC criteria for vacancies. 
Kingston’s commercial core and Queen’s University are both close to the 
confluence of the Great Cataraqui River with Lake Ontario. North of the 
downtown is an industrial area. Further to the north and west is newer 
residential housing, with some older developments caught up in the growth 


of Kingston. 


Access to the market was through the local newspaer, The Whig-Standard, 
which listed about 190 offers of housing on July 15. It also advertised 
the services of several rental agencies, property management companies and 
real estate agencies. In several cases these did not advertise specific 
vacancies. Use of the newspaper direct, or the various agencies would lead 


to rental accommodation. 
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The survey revealed prices that tended to be higher on average, than those 
shown by CMHC, at an overall average of $504/month, as indicated in Table 
3.11. This was due partly to the small sample but also to the inclusion of 
buildings with fewer than six units. Prices ranged from $120 for .a one 
bedroom apartment to $1250/month for a house overall, averaging $385 and 
$524 for 1 and 2 bedroom apartments and $684 for houses. Building 
conditions and the conditions of units were ranked at 6.7, onaoscale 90 
- 9. The age of the buildings was widely variable from brand new to over 


19@ years old, with a sample average of 21 years. 


Additional payments were required for 22 units or 44 percent of the sample. 
Seventy-two percent of the sample, or 36 units, occurred in buildings with 
more than 5 units and half of those were available immediately. mor erlne 
whole sample, 28 of the units sampled, or 56 percent, were available 
immediately. There were 8 sublets, 16 percent, and 46 or 92 percent wanted 


leases. 


Zone 4 was comprised of the outlying Kingston and Pittsburgh townships, the 
nearest parts of which were at least 5 miles from downtown except where the 
LaSalle Causeway brings Barriefield (Pittsburgh township) to within a mile. 
Consequently, parts of all three zones outside downtown have access to it 


within minutes. 
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Maple: 5.11 


Kingston Results 


CMHC 

Number Average Rent Average Vacancy 

of units Rent Controlled Rent Rate 

Units 

Whole Sample 54 $565 506 379* ®.7 
Bachelor Q -- -- 224 0.0 
1 Bedroom 19 bh= 5) 403 344 ®.5 
2 Bedroom 22 529 522 401 0.8 
3 Bedroom 4 Doo 538 476 0.7 
House 9 684 = cae se 

1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, Canada 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. 


* weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 
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3.5.1 Zone 1 (Downtown) 


A sample of 13 was taken from the downtown area with an average monthly 
rent of $553. This varied between $215 for a one bedroom apartment and 
$1250 for a house. The average age of the buildings visited was 39 years. 
They were ranked at 5.9 compared with 6.4 for the actual units on a_ scale 


Of OmtOumoe 


Additional payments were required for 9 of the units, or 69 percent, to 
cover heat and hydro expenses. All respondents wanted leases and 2 units 


were sublets. 


Immediate occupancy was available in five units, 56 percent, however, none 
of the 4 units in buildings of more than five units were available 
immediately. Nine of the 13 units, or 69 percent, were eligible for rent 


control, however, 35 of them stated that they were not under rent control. 


3.5.2 Zone 2 (West Kingston) 


This census zone lies just west of the downtown area. The sample of 15 
units had an average rent of $472 varying from $168 for a one bedroom 
apartment to $56@ for a three bedroom unit. Additional costs for heat and 


hydro were required for three units. 
The average building age was 24 years and the average condition was ranked 
at 6.5 compared with an apartment ranking of 6.3, both on a scale of @ to 


9. Twelve of the units, 80 percent of the sample were located in buildings 
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with more than 5 units, and seven of those 12 were ready for immediate 
occupancy. For the whole sample 19, or 67 percent, were available for 


immediate occupancy. 


All but one of the respondents required a lease and 4 or 27 percent were 
sublets. Forty percent of the units visited were eligible for rent 


COnLrol. 


3.5.3 Zone 3 (Northern Suburbs of Kingston) 


Census zone 3 is located immediately north of the downtown area. The 
sample size was 14 units and they had an average rent of $462 varying from 
a low of $120 for a one bedroom unit to a high of $6409 for a house. 
Additional costs for heat and hydro services were required for 5 units or 


36 percent of the sample. 


The average building age of those visited was 13 years and had an average 
ranking of 7.0 compared with the apartment ranking of 6.9 on a scale of 90 


tong: 


Immediate occupancy was available in 10 of the 14 units, or 71 percent, and 
nine of those were in buildings with more than 5 units. For the ‘totais 
sample 15 units, or 93 percent, were in buildings of more than 5 units. One 
unit was being sublet and two others did not require a lease. Five of the 
sample were eligible for rent control and two of those indicated that they 


were not under rent control. 
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3.5.4 Zone 4 (Kingston and Pittsburgh Townships) 


Census zone 4 is beyond the city limits of Kingston, however it is in the 
Kingston census aglomeration. Bight units were visited and they had an 
average rent of $563 varying from $396 for a one bedroom unit to $760 for a 
two bedroom unit. The average age of the buildings visited was less than 2 
years and their .average®»condition was ranked: quite high. at. .8:9) with a 


comparable rating of 8.1 for the apartment units on a scale of @ to 9. 
Seven of the 8 units, 88 percent, were in buildings with more than 5 units; 
two of these were available for immediate occupancy. For the whole sample, 


3 units or 37 percent were available for immediate occupancy. 


One apartment did not require a lease and another was being sublet. None 


of the units visited were eligible for rent control. 
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3.6 North Bay 


North Bay is a community of 57,000 persons and acts as a support centre for 
the surrounding mining and forestry industries. The major sectors of its 
economy include manufacturing, transportation, tourism, public 
administration and defense. There are also two post secondary educational 


establishments. 


Total private housing dwellings number 20,000 of which 7,200 or 36 percent, 
are rented (see Appendix IV). The CMHC survey for April 1985 indicated 
that “ofetheot, 925 rental housing units in” buildings of more* than “5” units 
(28 percent of total rental housing) 0.4 percent were vacant and ready for 
immediate occupancy. This represented 8 units in buildings of 5 units or 


more, or if the rate is applied to the entire rental market, 29 units. 


The survey covered 24 rental housing units in total which represented 
approximately @.3 percent of the total rental housing market. It was felt 
by the survey team that the availability of rental housing was very tight 
in North Bay relative to the other cities surveyed and that the 24 
interviews conducted represent the vast majority of the available units. 


This was supported by discussions with real estate agents in North Bay. 


The major sources of rental housing information were the newspaper "The 
Nugget" and several real estate agencies. Several interviews were also 
arranged from posted signs outside the buildings. A” -proffite or “whe 


available rental housing advertised in "The Nugget" is shown in Appendix I, 


and had 31 ads for rental housing units. It was suggested several times by 


66 


Real Estate agents that the best procedure was to be at "The Nugget" office 
at 11:00 A.M. to receive the first issue of the day, to get a head start on 


new listings. 


Rental levels varied by size, as indicated in Table 3.12, and averaged $420 
from $168@/month for a bachelor unit up to $700/month for a house. Eleven 
of the apartments were in buildings of more than five units representing 46 
percent of the sample. Of these only two were available immediately. The 
total vacancies which were ready for immediate occupancy numbered 11 or 45 


percent of the sample. 


Buildings ranged in age from the 50 year old downtown core to the just 
completed housing developments in the fringe areas, particularly on the 
eastern side of town, and averaged 15 years for the sample. The conditions 
of the buildings varied somewhat with the average being 5.5 on a scale of @ 
- 9. Most apartment type buildings found in North Bay were of three 


storeys with very few taller ones, perhaps ten, in all of the city. 


No evidence of extraordinary initial costs was found, however 7 units, or 
29 percent of the sample, required additional monthly payments for heat and 
hydro services. Only one apartment was available without a lease, and 


there were no sublets. 


In summary, North Bay exhibited a tight rental housing market where one had 
to act quickly to obtain the better opportunities. The. qualityovor. the 
housing was generally average, when available. There! was’ no evidence of 


exorbitant upfront payments which might constitute "key money". 
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aD es male 


North Bay Results 


CMHC 
Number Average Rent Average Vacancy 
of units Rent Controlled Rent Rate 
Units 
Whole Sample 24 $420 413 it fl 9.4 
Bachelor 1 1608 -- 254 1% 
1 Bedroom 6 312 383 Bee ®.2 
2 Bedroom te 427 424 386 ®.6 
3 Bedroom i 550 478 480 %.0 
House 4 593 -- Lae ~ 
1 Source: Privately initiated Rental Apartment Vacancy Survey, Canada 


Mortgage and Housing Corporation. 


* weighted average of sample results (excluding 4 bedroom units). 
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3.7 Rent Levels 


This section discusses the frequency distribution of asking rents for 
different types of rental housing units found in the survey and the 
stability of the average asking rents. it is. .worth noting “certain 
Characteristics of the sample when describing the average rent levels. 
First the average rents characterize the prevailing asking rents in the 
available rental housing market as opposed to the existing rents for the 
entire rental housing universe in Ontario. Thus we are looking at asking 


rents and not necessarily the existing rents of units already occupied. 


Second in the available rental housing units we found a greater proportion 
of units not under rent control which could exert an upward bias on the 


rents observed. 


Third the proportion of the component of this survey of single family 
houses, (5 ‘percent, is well below that for the total Ontario housing 
universe “at 33 percent (from Table Ai1l.3). As rents for houses. are 
generally higher than those for apartments there could be a downward bias 


as a result. Each of the 5 cities surveyed is discussed below. 


3.7.1 Rent Distribution 


Asking rents’ for ethe “units surveyed in Toronto ranged from, a low of 
$188/month for a bachelor unit to a high of $3500/month for a house, as 
shown in * Table 3.5. The modal (the noe! common) observations for the 
types of units surveyed are given in Table 3.14. For Torontogthere is an 


increasing progression by size of modal rent groups from $301-$350/month 
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for a bachelor unit to $751-$800 for a house. Toronto’s modal rents were 
observed in the survey to be higher than the other cities observed by the 


following approximations: 


Unit Type Toronto’s Relation to Other Cities 
bachelor same as other cities 

1 bedroom + $50-$200/month 

2 bedroom + $180-$200/month 

3 bedroom + $150/month 

house + $200-$250/month 


In the instances of the smaller units, bachelor and 1 bedroom, more than 
half of the sample were units for which the asking price was less than the 
modal values stated in Table 35.14. Overall 69 units or 25 percent of the 


total Toronto units sampled were asking rents of less than $401/month. 


In Ottawa there were only 3 bachelor units observed, two of which had 


asking rents of more than $351, the modal value in Table 3.14. The modal 
ranges increased to the $551-$650 group for houses. However, there are 
three points worthy of note. First, the 2 bedroom unit range of $551-56090 


is higher than the 3 bedroom unit range of <$501. This is due to the small 
sample size for 3 bedroom units of 8 compared with 37 for 2 bedroom units. 
Second, the 2 bedroom unit range is comparable to the modal range for a 
house of $551 to $6590. Third, seventy percent of the 37 observations for 
two bedroom units were asking for rents above $551/month. Ror allot bane 
units sampled in Ottawa only 16 percent were asking rents of less’ than 


$401. 


In London asking rents in the survey ranged from a low of $160 for a 1 


bedroom unit to $1,198/month for a house. The modal ranges found in the 


if! 


Table 3.14 


Ranges* of Modal Values of Sample Asking Rents 


Metro Toronto 


Ottawa 
London 
Kingston 


North Bay 


* In some cases 


the range beyond $5@/month. 


Bachelor 


301-350 


351+ 


251-350 


<201 


($ per Month) 


1 Bed 


451-500 


401-450 
251-300 
351-580 


251-300 


551-680 
651-780 


551-600 


451-500 


351-4090 


351-5090 


651-7090 


<598O 


591-550 


<580 


591-550 


House 


751-800 
1051+ 


551-6590 
551-680 


551-650 


501-550 


more than one group had the same modes and these 
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extended 


survey varied from $251-$300 for bachelor and 1 bedroom units to $551-$600 


for the houses sampled. Fifty-one percent of the units sampled asked for 


monthly rents of $4008 or less. 


The rental housing units in Kingston had asking rents varying from a low of 
$120 for a one bedroom unit to a high of $1250 for a house. The modal 
range of $351-$400 and up to $500 were the most prevalent for 2 bedroom and 
1 bedroom units respectively, as shown in Table 3.14. Modal ranges of 
<$500 for 3 bedroom units and $551-$600 were observed for houses. In gadis 
26 percent of the housing units visited in Kingston had asking rents of 


$400 or less. 


In North Bay the modal rent ranges were the lowest of the cities visited 
for all unit types, with the exception of 3 bedroom units at $501 to $550. 
The one bachelor unit visited was going for $160. One bedroom units were 
most frequently observed in the $251-$300 range, followed by 2 bedroom 
units for which modal asking rents were $351 to $500 ranges. Both 3 
bedroom units and houses had modal asking rent ranges of $581 to $550. 
Forty-two percent of the sample were units which had asking rents of $400 


or less. 


In conclusion, Toronto had the most expensive rents in terms of modal 
ranges (and average rents by type of unit as discussed in section 3.1) of 
the cities visited. North Bay had the lowest in all but one of the modal 


ranges (and all but 2 of the average rents discussed in section 3.1). 


Ta 


The distribution of the lower cost housing, $4900 per unit or less was 
highest for London at 51 percent of the sample and lowest for Ottawa at 16 


percent. 


Relating the distribution of rents to annual income levels has been given 
in Table 3.15. Annual household incomes of $190,800 to $38,908 per annum at 
$5,000 increments have been used to show the unavailability of type of 
rental housing units by city surveyed. It has been assumed that tenants 


would apply 25 percent of their gross income towards their rent. 


For those with incomes of $18,000 per annum the survey indicated that 9 
units or 2 percent of the sample was available, all in bachelor or 1 
bedroom units. For those with incomes of $28,900 per annum 28 4 of the 


units surveyed were available, predominantly 1 bedroom units. 


At an annual income level of $38,000 aproximately 67 percent of all units 


were available, mostly one and two bedroom apartments. 
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Ta0le 5 315 


Rents of Housing Vacancies Related to Incomes 


Annual Income 10,080 
($/year ) 

Rental Payment* 208 
($/month) 

# % 

Toronto B j - 

1 BR @ - 

2BR 4) - 

3BR i") - 

H @ - 

Ottawa B j 1 

1BR 1 1 

2BR i") - 

3BR 4) - 

H i”) - 

London B @ - 

1BR 2 4 

2BR @ - 

3BR @ - 

H @ - 

Kingston B @ - 

1BR 2 4 

2BR i") - 

3BR 4) - 

H @ - 

North Bay B i 4 

1BR 1 4 

2BR @ - 

3BR @ - 

H @ - 

Overall B 2 | 

1BR 6 1 

2BR @ - 

3BR 4) - 

H (1) - 


*Assumes 25% of gross income is available for rental housing. 
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3.7.2 Variability in Rents 


The 


stability of the rents observed throughout the survey cities has 


been 


measured using the sample standard deviation around the average rent level. 


The coefficient of variation measures this stability so that the lower 


coefficient the less the 


variation 


coefficient the greater the variation as determined in Table 3.16. 


The city with the most unstable 
Within Metro Toronto both the most 
stable and 


cities, Scarborough 


However, both Ottawa and North Bay 


8d 


the 

and conversely the greater the 
asking rent level was Metro Toronto. 
variable city, North York, and the most 


York, in the whole sample were found. 


showed relative stability. 
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3.8 Repeats 


Repeat visits were made to 72 units or 14 percent of the 507 respondents 
surveyed as indicated in Table 3.17. The main objective was to find out if 
the landlord gave different information to different people. A secondary 


objective was to get an indication of how quickly units were rented. 


A total of 85 repeat contacts were made to the respondents interviewed 
originally. Of these, 13 respondents, or 15 percent, had already rented 
their units since the time of the initial interview. Of the 72 which had 
not been leased no difference was found in the information given by the 
respondent. The turnaround time between the original interview and the 
repeat varied between 1 and 7 days for the whole sample. However, for all 


the cities other than Toronto the turnaround time was two days or less. 


3.8.1 Absorption of Rental Units 


Although this topic was not studied specifically there are two indirect 
points which arose in conducting the survey. First, for the unite which 
had already been rented by the time a second contact was made, as indicated 
in Table 3.17, the average time was 2.6 days between contacts. if sthis 
rate is representative of the entire market an average absorption rate 


would be 16.9 days. 


Second, as mentioned in section 3.4, Homelocators indicated that 30 units 
had been rented on July 22 out of a stock of 230 units. In their opinion 


this was a typical day. If this was correct and representative of the 
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London rental housing market, that represents an average turnover of 7.7 


days. 


Together these two observations indicate some level for the amount of time 


required to rent a housing unit. 


3.9 Rent Controls 


Rent control was covered as a question in the survey and further for’ the 
279 completed questionnaires in Toronto as a check with the Residential 


Tenancy Commission. 


The question of whether the unit visited was under rent control was asked 
in the survey. The results of the data, as shown in Table 3.18, indicate 
that 47 percent of the units visited in the overall survey were eligible 
forsrent control, that iss asking rents of lese than $750sand in buildings 
built before 1976. However, of those that were eligible for rent control 
26 percent, or 12 percent of the whole survey, replied that they were not 


under rent control. 


For the 5° cities visited, the proportion of those eligible for rent control 
but replied negatively varied from a low of 14 percent in London to a high 


of 30 percent in Toronto. 


Comparing the rent control estimate for the total Ontario rental housing 
stock as shown in Table 3.19 approximately 75 to 75 percent of all rental 
units were under rent control in 1981. Even making adjustments accounting 


for new rental units in the marketplace and those units exempted from rent 
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abies tal 


Survey Interviews Completed 


(Number ) 
Repeats 
Total Timespan 
Originals Contacted Rented* Non-Rented (Days ) 
Mee: S50) CIOS 5 % of 
Total Total pike ticle 
Toronto: 279 56 1@ 18 46 82 
Toronto 103 16 5 1 11 69 5 4 
Etobicoke 36 6 @ i) 6 180 5 ~ 
York 14 1 1 100 @ @ - 1 
East York 14 6 1 127 = 83 <i 1 
Scarborough 42 9 1 ib 8 87 4 4 
North York T> 18 2 11 16 89 6 6 
Ottawa 183 13 1 18 12 92 2 1 
London 51 6 2 Bp) 4 67 1 2 
Kingston 50 8 4) 4) 8 180 1 1 
North Bay 24 2 “) ”) 2 1900 | 1 
Total 587 85 ee 15 72 aes 2.6 


* Those contacted for a repeat visit but the unit had already been rented. 
** Maximum time between initial interviews and repeat contacts. 
*** Maximum time between initial interviews and contacts where unit was already 


rented. 
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City 


Toronto 
Ottawa 
London 
Kingston 


North Bay 


Overall 


TavLe > 18 


Responses to Rent Controls 


Sample Not Eligible For 
Size Eligible Rent Control 
say yes say no 

# % % % % 
279 hf 43 3@ lis 
103 Do 45 34 11 
51 27 73 63 10 
50 6 4@ 30 10 
24 42 58 45 13 
507 ie) 47 ey) 12 
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Say No but 
eligible for 
Rent Control 


% 


26 


controls as their rents increasing by 6 percent per annum became more than 
$750, the 1985 estimate according to Pringle of the Thom Commission is 68 
percent. Thus the greater availability of rental units not under rent 


controls indicates several possible conditions. 


First, the units under rent controls are probably cheaper and therefore a 
better deal. This causes existing tenants to hold on to the units longer 
or pass them on to specific people (friends or key money transactors) as 
sublets. As a result, fewer rent controlled units are available to 


prospective tenants in the market place. 


Second, the higher rents of the units not under rent control make those 
units less desirable. Therefore tenants move more frequently and 
prospective tenants are less likely to choose these units over those under 
rent controls. As a result more of these units are available in the market 


place. 


Rent control checks.were carried out forall properties visitedran Toronteos 
The objective was to establish if the apartment buildings which had been 


subject to rent review had actually carried out the legislated increases. 


Of the 279 properties visited in Toronto 42, or 15 percent, were on record 
at the Residential Tenancy Commission (RTC) as indicated in Table 3.20. 
Seven records of the 42 were not available as their cases had not been 
decided upon or they were out of their files. Of the remaining 35 cases 
19, or 54 percent, of the landlords were charging in excess of the annual 6 
percent increases. The average excess rent of those 19 units charging 


above the RTC maximum was $151, a surcharge of 34 percent. Based upon the 
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Table 3.19 


Proportion of Rental Housing Units under Rent Control 


Proportion 


All Exemptions------------------------ Sum of of All Rental 
Rental Socially- $750(2) Post-1975 Columns Units Under 
Region Units Assisted(1 ) Exemption Units (3) Pea.) Rent Control 
# % % % % % 
Ontario.)..887,,225 1.9 Teied 15 Phe ea st aah) 
Toronto 452,68 to7 ieow Leno eae ose Hie) 
Ottawa 987,595 1220 oe 12.8 26.0 ie 
London 46,955 Oar 0.9 Iie) 251 75 
Notes: os Units in 1976 are used in order to avoid double counting with 
the new construction estimate. Includes hostel units and 


therefore may overstate this exemption. 


as For units perceived by occupants to have been built before 
1976. 
Dis Built between 1976 and 1981 including socially-assisted 
units. 
Source: Derived from Statistics Canada, 1981 Census and Momah unpublished 


data. See Pringle, 1985. 
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City/ Borough 


Toronto 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 
Scarborough 


North York 


Total Metro 
Toronto 


% 


% 


Table 3.20 


Sample 
Number 


103 


42 


73 


88 


Number(#) 
On Record 


Results of Rent Control Check 


# 
OK 


40 


46 


47 


54 


Other 


ee) 
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35 units on RTC records, the average excess charge per unit was $82 per 
month. This indicates that the landlord feels the market can bear these 
increased rental rates, sometimes in excess of $30@/month as shown in Table 
See le It should be noted that in each of the 4 cases where more than $300 
excess was charged the units were furnished. These were the only furnished 
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3.18 CMHC Survey Comparison 


The Canadian and Housing Mortgage Corporation conducts a semi-annual rental 
housing survey. It is a regular survey which, although it is not designed 
to cover all market rental rates and vacancy rates for rental housing units 
in Ontario, is used as such by various reporting agencies including the 


news media. 


CMHC’s approach is to conduct a survey using a large sample; in some cases 
there is almost a complete census of rental “housing units in buildings 
greater than 5 units. Theis sidefinition of . vacant housing) unizs) (co 
determine a vacancy rate is as follows: 

"Thesudefinitionvot ivacanteis /¢atdwelllingiunitethaty is 


available for immediate rental and physicaily 
unoccupied at the time of enumeration’". 


The major differences between the CMHC survey and this survey reported 
herein.are: 
- this survey covered all rental housing units whether they were 
houses or apartments in any size of building. 
- this survey covered units which were available either immediately or 
at a specified future date which in practice was not more than 6 weeks 
distant. 
- this survey was not statistically based as is the CMHC survey, but 
rather based upon available rental housing units in the marketplace at 
the time of the survey (July, 1985). 
- this survey collected asking rents for units whereas the CMHC survey 


collects market rents - those actually being paid. 
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As a result this survey cannot comment on the actual proportion of units 
vacant or available to the rental housing market. But. i&)can. discuss.» the 
following aspects of the rental housing market: 
ie the proportion of units in the marketplace which are in buildings 
greater than 5 units to those buildings which are equal to or less 


than. Saund tsi 


ae the ratio of "immediately available " to "available later" units 
on the market and their differences. 


2 The ratio of available units in buildings with less than five 
units to those in larger buildings. 


4. The differences in these ratios across different markets. 


5. The price differences between units in the categories mentioned 
above. 


First, the proportion of rental housing units in the market to be rented 
was observed to be 64 percent in buildings of more than 5 units and 36 
percent in buildings of 5 or less units (including houses). This was 
consistent with the findings of the surveys in Toronto, Ottawa and 
Kingston, and a little lower than the 69 percent found in London and higher 


than the 54 percent in the North Bay survey as shown in Table 3.22. 


Second, the proportion of units available for occupancy immediately was 50 
percent of the entire survey; the other 50 percent being units which were 
available at some future time. Thisotworkssouewty!? asl iidedratic® of 


immediately available units to units available at a future time. 


The third point is that the distribution of the immediately available units 


is weighted more towards the smaller buildings than the larger buildings. 


In the sample of buildings with 5 or more units 45 percent were available 
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Proportion of Survey in Buildings of More than 5 Units 


% of Survey Units 
- in Building 
oa UNnLtSs 


- in Building 
<6 Units 


% of Total Survey 
Immediately Available 
im puildings > 5 Units 


% of Available Units 

Mie basiaings of >5 Units 
which are Immediately 
Available 


% of Available Total Survey 
Immediately Available in 
Buildings <'"6 Units 


% of Units in Buildings 
of < 6 Units which are 
Immediately Available 


a Toronto 

O - Ottawa 

K - Kingston 

L - London 

NB - North Bay 


AbeYeis) Si4 22 


64 


36 


26 


41 


22 


61 


ie) 


63 


OM. 


36 


od. 


1D 


41 


(Percent) 


2 


38 


36 


5@ 


20 


pe) 


69 


31 


30 


43 


20 


65 


NB 


46 


54 


18 


38 


69 


64 


36 


eg 


45 


ay 


aS 


immediately. This is lower than the 58 percent of immediately available 


units in buildings with fewer than 6 units. 


Fourth, between the markets surveyed there is surprisingly little variation 
with respect to the indicators described above. North Bay is the only 
market which showed a considerable difference of representation in the 
sample of buildings with more than 5 units at 46 percent. The others were 
all within 8 percentage points. Similarly North Bay also did not have as 
large a proportion of immediate vacancies in the large buildings at 18 


percent. This could be attributed to the small sample size. 


However, among the smaller buidlings, North Bay showed a higher proportion 
of its sample for immediate vacancies, at 58 percent, than the other 
cities: Lastly, the city Ottawa had the lowest proportion of its units in 


smaller buildings available immediately. 


These observations raise an interesting market characteristic. Since only 
one half of the units available are available immediately, and thus 
comparable to the CMHC ‘vacancy’ definition, a change in the units 
available in the future does not affect the vacancy rate. Conversely, a 
change in the number of units available immediately has a smaller impact on 
the rate of overall availability of rental units. For example, if there 
was a 28 percent decrease in units available immediately this would only 
have a 1@ percent decline in the overall availabilities in the market 
place. Thus the impact of a change in vacancies is lessened by its 


proportion of the overall market place. 
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This situation is depicted in Figure 3.1 where the CMHC vacancy rate of 0.6 
percent is shown for Ontario. As @.6 percent represents 45 percent of 
those units available, the total units available would be 1.3 percent of 
the total rental housing stock. These percentages are applied to the whole 
stock of rental housing, 64 percent of which (as found in this survey) was 


accounted for by buildings with 6 or more units. 


This survey found asking market rents to be generally higher than the CMHC 
survey which records rents in occupied units in larger buildings. For 
smaller units such as a bachelor apartment the survey found the average 
rents to be lower than the CMHC study which measures existing rents in 
Gocuvied “units, in ald ithe: urbanecentres surveyed, as indicated%in Tabie 
Die oie However, for the larger units the average prices found in this 
survey are considerably higher than the CMHC averages in all the cities 
surveyed, except for London. This situation is true for both the types of 


buildings (greater or, equal to or less than 5 units). 


o2 


Figure 3.1 Proportion of the Ontario Rental Housing Market 
Sas ee Available for Renting x 
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Total Rentals Available VZA CMHC Vacancy Rate 
Ea Rentals Available in Buildings >5 Units 


x Based upon CMHC vacancy rate (April 1,1985), extrapolated to include 
units available for rent, but not necessarily physically empty, and 
units in all types of buildings, not just those with more than 5 units. 
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4.0 PHASE II SURVEY RESULTS 


The investigation examined 12 complexes in Toronto that were usually very 
well kept, and had a good reputation with their tenants, (based on 
observations discovered during the earlier phase). They were mainly in 
very convenient locations and/or had extensive facilities but in a few 
cases were remote. It was said to be very difficult to find an apartment 
in them. They were owned by large investment companies some of whom dealt 


directly with potential tenants through a rental office or the building 


manager/superintendent. In other cases, a property management firm was 
responsible and in these cases especially, building superintendents 
appeared to have responsibility for leasing. The buildings chosen were 


those where, a few days before there had been a response of ‘no vacancies’. 
The second contact was in some cases made by a different person but 
no reference was made to a previous enquiry and in several cases’. the 
response to the second contact differed - there was a vacancy or some 
possibility. The results of this phase of the survey are summarized in 


Ta Denali. 


Arent Interviews with the Owner’s Agents 


In four cases (none of them in central Toronto) out of the twelve, an 
offer of a1 or 2 bedroom apartment for September 1st or October 1st was 
made, In three cases (Eglinton/Scarlet, Islington/Dundas and Thorncliffe 
Park) these were sublets which had arisen recently. In two of these cases, 
it seemed very much a whim of the superintendent after sizing up the 
applicant, who had gone to the building despite being told ‘no vacancy’ 


over the phone. In the eight other cases the respondents all stated no 
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vacancies. However, 
- rental offices tended to have a waiting list and could only quote a 
probable date, often 2 years or more ahead for 1 or 2 _ bedroom 
apartments 
- building managers or superintendents tended to have no waiting list 
or an abandoned list - although they had many enquiries daily, 
- they had almost no apartments available because the tenants 
arranged subletting. As a result, in their judgment the waiting 
list was too long (eg. 2 years) to be meaningful 
- sublets which arose where superintendents arranged subletting 
usually had to be dealt with quickly, within days, and waiting 
listees had to give 2 months notice to =léave jtheir |= existing 


residence 


The turnover rate was usually said by building managers to be very low - 
around 5% - and evidence from tenants indicates annual rates of ten percent 


or more. 


In several buildings the agents/superintendents said there were a great 
number of old people, many of whom had been there since the building was 
constructed. They had no wish nor reason to leave and many disliked the 
hassle of moving, and change. Various other reasons for reluctance to move 
out and anxiety to move in were given: 
- low price was paramount. In one area a building with occasional 2 
bedroom vacancies at $75@/month is 400 metres distant from another 
building, older: but ain. ‘only slightly “poorer, condition with 2 
bedroom apartments renting at $425/month but with no vacancies ever 


avai vabple. 


1@2 


- convenient location, near subway or shopping 
- good condition 
- additional facilities (eg. swimming, gym, garden, etc.) 


- good service, especially security. 


The principal reason for requiring references is the desire to have a 
dependable tenant who will cause no trouble and pay on time. No ‘other 


reasons were spoken of. 


4.2 Interviews with Tenants 


The interviewers, as potential tenants having difficulty and seeking 
advice, asked tenants on how to get an apartment. Thisiusval ly 2ot wel po, 
but at some buildings which could not be entered, it was difficult to 


contact tenants. 


Interviews with tenants tended to confirm the agent’s reasons for the 
popularity of the buildings. 

- low price 

- good location 


- good maintenance/services 


In most cases, except the larger and busier buildings, they suggested 


rather greater annual rates of turnover than did superintendents. 


Responses as to their means of obtaining an apartment fell into different 
groups both by year of entry and location. Many were long term tenants and 


all of these had entered more than 19 years ago though normal application 
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to the agents, wherever the building was located. At the other extreme, in 
the building nearest the downtown core - Bay/Bloor - both of our 
respondents had paid key money of $1008 to gain a sublet 6 years ago but 
one of the two had not had to do so for an earlier’ rental in the same 
building, in 1976. At most other buildings, tenants had either obtained a 
sublet..through ..a..friend- already living inu;the 1 building” or®©chad/ ‘Geen 
persistent in their enquiries and enquired at the right time, although some 


had had to wait up to 2 years for their chosen building. 


Advice to a prospective tenant fell into three categories dependent on 


location of the building. 


1% Downtown location - seek or place an advertisement (in the laundry 
room) which will offer ‘key money’. For the Bay/Bloor location surveyed a 
minimum of $2008 was estimated to obtain a one bedroom apartment today. 
There was one offer of a trip for two to the Carribean in exchange for an 


apartment. 


Zs Intermediate locations - seek a sublet through a friend or a laundry 
room advertisement, or by being very persistent with the owner’s agent. 
In about half the cases, some kind of ‘key money’ payment was mentioned as 


being possible although there were no first hand instances indicated. 


3 Distant location - seek sublets through a friend or advertisement - be 


persistent with the agent. ‘Key money’ was unheard of, but it did help to 


know someone in the building or connected with it. 
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Our advertisements placed in laundry rooms in seven of the eight buildings 


without vacancies received no response whatever. 


Enquiries made of others who were advertising seeking an apartment, brought 
the following responses: 
= had received sno usefulereply at alhir( 7 out ofstd) 
- had received offers requiring or implying a requirement for key 
money (2 out of 190) 
- had resulted in an offer with a key money requirement (payment for 
carpets and drapes) being made to the survey by a seeker, who had 
found an apartment and was now seeking to sublet his existing 


apartment. 


4.3 Newspaper Advertisements 


The advertisement placed in the Globe and Mail and» the Toronto Star 
offering a reward for assistance in locating a rent controlled apartment in 
downtown Toronto received only a small number of replies from persons able 
to offer information and a large number from others who thought, or hoped, 


that there was an apartment available. 


Another advertisement also placed in both the Globe and Mail and the 


Toronto Star asking for help for a researcher looking into ‘key money’ 


payments received no responses at all. 


105 


4.4 Observations 


The following outlines a number of observations made in conducting this 


phase of the study. 


1. Some apartments under rent control offer a recognizably good buy. They 
are extremely well located, have many facilities within the building, are 
well run, are much cheaper, ‘down to almost half the price of nearby 
uncontrolled apartments. For example, near Bloor and Bay in Toronto a 1 
bedroom under rent control has a monthly rental payment of $595 compared 


with a 1 bedroom not under rent control for $1300. 


pie Such good buys can be found in a wide variety of locations for 
particular reasons, but those most in demand are those nearest to downtown 


Toronto: (the: Yonge corridor, -ecc..). 


3. In some of these buildings the right to sublet gives the sitting tenant 
the opportunity to ’ask for ‘key money’. In ’’one“*bpuriding” “there” *was 
unquestionable evidence that this is the mechanism by which virtually all 
rent controlled apartments changed hands. We ‘consider this’to be*typical 
of a small group of desirable downtown buildings. In some other buildings 
on the fringe of the downtown core there was evidence that ‘key money’ was 
not essential but might be offered by or asked of someone in a hurry to get 


abi gle 


We found no specific instances of higher rents being paid to a tenant- 


landlord, and only heard that it might exist. 


106 


In downtown and fringe buildings where the superintendent has control of 
subletting it is possible that he/she requires inducements. We found only 


one suggestion of this. 


4. In the more distant buildings where tenants control subletting, friends 
or friends of friends get the apartment even before the owner’s 


representatives know about the impending vacancy. 


There appears to be no evidence that key money is paid in these situations, 
although in one case the landlord specified a $199 transaction fee for 


changing over the lease. 


Be To fully explore the market mechanism where ‘key money’ is used would 


require comprehensive quantitative data which this study was not asked to 


provide. 


107 


5.® CONCLUSIONS 


A number of conclusions can be drawn regarding the available rental housing 


market based upon the survey results discussed above. 


1. The Rental Housing Market Appears to Work 


First and foremost the rental housing market appears to work. There are 
rental housing units available at a price. The methods of information 
dissemination through newspapers, agencies and signs provide the potential 
tenant with a medium to locate rental housing units. There are most 
probably seasonal variations which produce distortions in some specific 
areas at some specific times such as students going off to University. 
Only in North Bay where the recommended procedure was to be at the 
newspaper publisher at 11:00 A.M. to receive the first issue of the day to 
get a headstart on the new housing listings, was there evidence of real 


imbalance. 


2. To Gain Rental Market Knowledge Takes Time 


The best initial source is the local newspaper in each case, and the 
differences in the nature of advertisements say a great deal about the 
market. The Citizen contains more direct (private) ads than the newspapers 
of the other cities surveyed - three times as many as the London Free Press 


dealing with a fairly similar size of market. 
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The newspaper leads to home seeking agencies - Homelocators (everywhere 
except North Bay) and half a dozen others besides in London and Toronto. In 
Ottawa and Toronto, Homelocators provides a very good synopsis of the whole 
market with plenty of information for the buyer, covering a_ substantial 
number of vacancies occurring in up to 3 months. IndGondon it°1s. ea avery 


short list probably weighted towards the lower priced or small landlord 


apartments. 

Experience of these during the survey was that, seeking agencies and real 
estate agents were very time-consuming and time-wasting. Misinformation, 
restrictive timing of inspection appointments, and failure to keep 


appointments were common. 


Homelocators or its equivalent provide a very good introduction to where, 
what, and. at:,ewhat.. price, sbut tonay certainimextentii contain “arr zreater 
proportion of the less rentable stock. (In the Homelocators situation 


there was no charge for the listing of the property). 


The primary source of information for the best deals is word of mouth, with 
the newspaper a good second in Ottawa, Toronto, North Bay and Kingston, if 


you know what you are looking for. 


3. Key Money is not Obvious and is Very Building Specific 


Additional payments in excess of the specified rent for "key money" were 
not obvious and were only found when one desired a specific building in a 
specific location. In this case, one would be looking at a building with a 


number of desirable features: 
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- low rent level governed by rent control 
- excellent location for subway and/or shopping 


- good additional facilities such as a pool or gynmasium. 


In Toronto, the evidence for ‘key money’ diminished the further one went away 


downtown core. 


A. Rent Control does Affect the Availability of Rental Housing in Some 
Buildings 


The specific building under ‘rent control’ would be characterized by a 
waiting list, usually so long that it was closed to new names, and by the 
predominance of sublets as the way to introduce new tenants to the 
building. If the candidate met the necessary credit requirements specified 
by the property management company the new tenant would have full right to 


the rental unit. 


This situation necessitates obtaining a aie This can be done in one of 
two ways: through a friend when, most likely, no money would be transacted 
(although once again this depends upon the building) or by means of 
attracting a person with a sizeable financial reward - key money. It was 
found in the Bay/Bloor area of Toronto that almost every change in tenants, 
for a rental unit under rent control, required a key money transaction. It 
is basically the artificially low monthly rental rates governed by rent 


control which permit the development of such a situation. 
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5. No Evidence of Landlord Extra Charges 


It was considered a possibility that landlords might require payments in 


addition to monthly rent. There was no evidence that this occurs. 


6. Landlord Attitudes Vary But Their Information Is Consistent 


Landlords’ objectives are to get stable tenants who pay on time and do not 
cause damage to their unit or building. When approached the landlord can 
take one of three options - reject, by means of saying the unit has been 
rented; accept,/  orrvuistall by indicating that there are other persons” and 


processes to be considered: 


It is usually best, when not responding to an advertisement to visit the 
landlord or agent in person. In several cases the survey was told that 
there were no vacancies over the phone, when, by going in person, a rental 


unit could. be’ found: 


Information provided to different interviewers on repeat visits to the same 


rental unit proved to be entirely consistent. 


A number of repeat interviews by different persons indicated little in the 


way of inconsistencies on the part of the person showing the rental unit. 


Initially, roles -were set up to describe each interviewer’s situation. 
However, it was found that in some areas, particularly London, students 
were unwelcome in a number of buildings. At some units, unemployed people 


were unwelcome and in these instances credit references were usually 


required. A number of buildings also specified restrictions on children 


and/or pets. 


7. Landlords did not like to Specify the Previous Tenant’s Rent 


When the question was posed to landlords they tended to either state that 
it was "none of your business" or covered up by stating that it was the 
same. Thus. the fTresults ~to. this) particular, question’ ’ were, ‘considered 


suspect. 


8. .Some Landlords do Increase their: Rents Beyond the Specified Rent Review 


Levels 


Checking the places, surveyed: in Toronto: with) the’v Residential )Terancy 
Commission records indicated several points. First, only 15 percent of the 
sample actually had RTC files. Second, of those with files, over 40 
percent were asking for excessive rents, some over $309 per month more than 


the maximum specified limit. 


9. The Liberal Government Announcement Might Have Affected the Survey 


Results 


In late June, the Ontario Liberal government announced a 4 percent limit on 
all rental increases effective August 1, 1985. It was considered in some 
places that landlords were asking overly high rents to increase their base 


level. There were several instances of one or two months rent free 


inducements to encourage people to take some rental housing units at the 


relatively high level of rent. 


1@. The CMHC Survey Underestimates Rental Housing Availability 


The CMHC rental housing survey tends to underestimate housing availability 
to a prospective tenant, as it measures only those units (in buildings of 
more than 5 units) which are physically vacant and ready for occupancy on 
the day of their survey. This ignores the fact that most people try to 
plan their housing needs ahead and few units actually reach the point where 
they become physically empty. An estimate was made that the stated CMHC 
vacancy rate of 9.6 percent units in buildings with more than 5 units might 
niy, DE a proporticonetoriy thevavatlabie "rental *housing™ units in the 
marketplace which could be estimated at 1.5 percent of the entire rental 
market. This is where ‘available’ indicates it will be available within 
the next 2 months, allowing a tenant time to vacate their existing 


premises. 


Tithe A Larger Proportion of the Available Rental Housing Units Are Not 


Under Rent Control Compared to the Total Rental Housing Market 


This survey found only 47 percent of the units visited were eligible for 
rent ‘controls. This is a ‘significantly smaller proportion than the os 
percent of the total rental housing stock, estimated by the Thom Commission 
to be the 1985 level. This relative scarcity reflected the better deals to 


be had in units under rent control. 
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Table 


Table 


Table 


Table 


Table 


Table 


Table 


Table 


Table 


Table 


Table 


Al. 


Al. 


Al. 


Al. 


Al. 


Al. 


Bole 


Al. 


Al. 


Al’. 


AT. 


10 


ma 


Appendix’ I: Tables 


Sources of Rental Market Information 


Kinds of Advertisement for Rental Units in 
Metro Toronto 


Kinds of Advertisement of Monthly Rental Units in 
Kingston City and Zone 4 (Kingston and Pittsburgh 
Townships) 


Kinds of Advertisement for Rental Units in London City 


Kinds of Advertisement for Rental Units in Ottawa City 
and Zones 7, 8 


Kinds of Advertisement for Rental Units in North Bay 
Rent by Census Zone and Housing Type: Kingston 

Rent by Census Zone and Housing Type: Ottawa 

Rent by Census Zone and Housing Type: lLondon 
Homelocators Data Base: Ottawa 


Homelocators Database Analysis for Monthly Rentals: 
Toronto 


AI-1 


AI-2 


AI-3 


AI-4 


AI-5 


AI-6 


AI-7 


AI-8 


AI-19 


AI-11 


AI-12 


Tape AL ol 


Sources of Rental Market Information 


OTTAWA KINGSTON LONDON NORTH BAY TORONTO 
Population? 287,980 115,700 265,900 52,0080 2,180,300 
# Rental? 
Units TL els 16,225 44,6085 380,815 
CMHC 
# Vacant* 
April (i, *8s 390 50 250 8 1370 
Newspaper Citizen Whig Standard Free Press Nugget G&M/Star/Sun 
Rental 
Advertisements** 
-Total 723! 982 236° 314 527° 
=-Private 672 69 11@ 25 382 
-Homelocators 
etc. *** VEC) 18(1) 75(7) 4) 120(8+) 
-by Realty 
Agents*** 25(8) a3) 18(8) 6 25( 9+) 
-by Property 
Management 
Companies*** 9(5) 8 33(11) “) ) 
No (of 
Sublet Ads 132 @ 9 @ i 
Size of 
Homelocators 
Listing (#) 150 180 190 == 960 


* based on CMHC survey population only 

** Ads for immediate and future availability 
*** number of companies in parentheses 

1 July 15 1985 

2 July 17 1985 

2 July 22 1985 

4 July 23 1985 

? July 6/7 1985 


sources: 2 - Financial Post, Ontario Markets, 198 
b ~ 1981 Census data 


LeanLe- AL. 2 


City: Toronto 

Data: Kinds of Advertisement for Apartment Rentals in Metro Toronto 
Source: Globe and Mail, Star, Sun 

Date: July 6/7, 1985 


Median 
% Advertising Rent 
Sources No. of Ads Actual Vacancy ($) 
Location 
Agencies (2) 3 (2%) De 
Realtors & 
Globe & Mail* Property 
Management (4) 5: (3% 100 950 
Private 
Landlords 158 (95%) 100 
(and total sublets = 4) 
Location 
Agencies (4) 34 (16%) 55 
Star Realtors & 
Property 
Management (5) 8 (44%) 180 550 
Private 
Landlords 171 (80%) 10@ 
(and total sublets = 6) 
Location 
Agencies (8) 83 (56%) 45 
Sun Realtors & 
Property 
Management (7) 12 (8%) 196 500 
Private 
Landlords 53 (36%) 100 
(and. total sublets = 1) 


*About 5 % of Globe and Mail advertisements probably refer to whole houses. 
These have been excluded from the Sun and the Star. 


Table AI.3 


City: Kingston 

Data: Kinds of Advertisement of Monthly Rental Units in Kingston City and 
Zone 4 (Kingston and Pittsburgh Townships) 

Source: Whig Standard 

Date: July 15° 1985 


% Advertising 


Sources No. of Ads Actual Vacancy 
Location 

Agencies (1) 18 67 
Realtors (3) 3 10@ 
Property 

Management 

Agencies (2) 8 75 
Private 


Landlords 69 18 


Table AI.4 


City: London 

Data: Kinds of Advertisement for Rental Units in London City 
Source: London Free Press 

Date: (tJuly 22, 1985 


% Advertising 


Sources No. of Ads Actual Vacancy 
Location Agencies (7) 76 | 30 
Realtors (8) 19 79 


Property Management 


Agencies (11) 33 r0s3 
Private Landlords 1Q5* 100 
CALI 


* including 9 sublets 


Table Al.5 


City: Ottawa 

Data: Kinds of Advertisement for Rental Units in Ottawa City and Zones 7, 8 
Source: Ottawa Citizen 

Date: July 17, 1985 


% Advertising 


Source NOmOL LAGS Actual Vacancy 
Location Agencies (1) 16 55 
Realtors (8) 25 100 


Property Management 
Agencies (5) 9 83 


Private Landlords 672* 100 


* including 132 sublets 


Table sAL.6 


City: North Bay 

Data: Kinds of Advertisement for Rental Units in North Bay 
Source: North Bay Nugget 

Date: July 22, 1985 


HOUSING TYPE 


Rent (3 Bachelor i_ Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom Total 
150-199 i 1 
208-249 1 1 2 
258-299 6 6 
300-349 
350-399 2 1 3 
400-449 2 1 3 
450-499 2 2 4 
508-549 1 4 
950-599 1 1 
600-649 
658-699 
70@ 
Total 1 10 6 4 21 
Notes: Actual 
4 ads Furnished 3 
27 ads Unfurnished 22 


oe 25 


eyes PAL tei. 


City: Kingston 

Data: Rent by Census Zone and Housing Type 
Source: Whig Standard 

Date: July 15, 1985 


Rent 


Census Housing 200- 300- 400- 5@0- 600- 700- »>800 Unspec. Total 


Zone Type 299 399 499 599 699 799 
B 1 1 
1 2 1 Po 2 (as 9 
1 2 1 1 2 
3* 1 1 1 1 4 
B y) 
1 1 | 
2 2 3 1 4 
ax 1 i 2 
B 1) 
1 ] 1 2 
3 2 1 1 2 4 
om 2 > i 8 
B ) 
i 2 5 1 6 
4 2 1 4 2 4 2 i 
3% 1 1 2 iff 1 5 3 20 
B Q 
1 1 2 3 
Unspeci-._2 1 3 4 
fied hy 1 4 1 6 
TOTAL 6 8 24 24 2 6 5 £3 89 


* Housing Type 3 includes both 3 bedroom apartments and houses 


City: Ottawa 
Source: Citizen 
Date? July itz, 


Table AI.8 


Rent by Census Zone and Housing Type 


1985 


Rent 





Census Housing 200- 300- 400- 500- 6@@- 700- 8990+ Unspec. Total 
Zone Type 299 399 499 399 699 199 
B 6 1 1 2 10 
] > 1@ 4 4 6 29 
| 2 4 9 4 12 5 34 
2 1 5 3 1 1 11 
B 1 1 
1 i 1 2 
fd 2 1 3 2 i 1 9 
3 i 1 
B 4 1 5 
1 6 7 8 1 j 5 28 
3 2 2 2, 3 a 4 18 
2 1 eS 1 2 1 8 
I rts er ek ng ee ee ee ee 
B 1 1 2 
1 2 i 5 1 1 15 
4 2 1 4 14 2 2 4 24 
3 2 5 2 1 3 i 
oe a RS es ai ne A a re ce ee 
B 23 3 
1 2 1@ 2 2 ach 
5 2 1 4 6 7 2 1 8 29 
3 3 3 2 8 
ck eh I ve 
B 1 1 1 5) 
1 1 4 1 2 8 
Fs 2 4 3 1 2 10 
z 3 2 1 1 7 


City: 


Source: 


Date: 


Census 
zone 


TOTAL 


Ottawa 
Citizen 
GULy ets 


Table AI.8 (continued) 


Rent by Census Zone and Housing Type 


1985 


Rent 


Housing 200- 300- 400- 500- 6@@- 700- 800+ Unspec. 


Type 


Uh - w 


Wh - wo 


299 399 499 599 699 (39 


1 2 
) 3 2 
1 4 i 

i 2 i 1 
1 1 8 2 1 1 1 
i 4 9 fi 1 1 5 
1 1 2 6 2 


Ibyojiarevl! 


bye 3 


Table AI.9 
Rent by Census Zone and Housing Type 
City: London 
Source: London Free Press 
Date: July 22, 1985 
Rent 


Census Housing 200- 300- 400- 590- Unspec.. entcetad 
zone Type 299 399 499 599 600+ 





B 2 2 
1 4 > z 6 We. 
1 z i 3 4 
2 j 2 2 
B 
i rd i 1 4. 8 
2 2 1 i es 
3 i 1 Z 1 5) 
B 2 2 
1 4 2 2 i t 16 
5 2 1 1 4 6 
o i 1 
B 
1 1 5 6 
4 2 1 1 2 a 
2 
B #2 1 2 2 
1 Pe 4 1 2 fi 16 
) 2 1 3 1 1 2 8 
2 3 i 3 6 15 
B 2 2 - 
j 2 8 1@ 
6 2 2 3 5 
9 1 1 2 - 


TOTAL Het | 12 10 9 67 Lo 


Appendix II 


Survey Results - Summary Sheets by Census Zone 


Rental Housing Market: 


Notes on Tables 
Overall Survey 
Metropolitan Toronto 
Toronto 
Zone 1 
Zone 2 
Zone 3 
Zone 4 
Etobicoke 
Zone 5 
Zone 6 
Zone 7 
York (Zone 8) 
East York (Zone 9) 
Scarborough 
Zone 19 
Zone 11 
Zone 12 
North York 
Zone 13 
Zone 14 
Zone 15 
Zone 16 
Zone 17 
Ottawa 
Zone 
Zone 
Zone 
Zone 
Zone 
Zone 
zone 
Zone 


OrNavFWDY - 


London 
Zone 
Zone 
Zone 
Zone 
Zone 
Zone 


AW PWD 


Kingston 
zone 
Zone 
Zone 
Zone 
North Bay 


PWN - 


Summary Data 


AII-1 
AII-2 
AII-3 
AII-4 
AII-5 
AII-6 
AII-7 
AII-8 
AII-9 
AII-19 
AII-11 
AII-12 
AII-13 
AII-14 
AII-15 
AII-16 
AII-17 
AII-18 
AII-19 
AII-290 
AII-21 
AII-22 
AII-23 
AII-24 
AII-25 
AII-26 
AII-27 
AII-28 
AII-29 
AII-30 
AII-31 
AII-32 
AII-33 
AII-34 
AII-35 
AII-36 
AII-37 
AII-38 
AII-39 
AII-490 
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Rows 1 - 6: 


SAMPLE 


BACHELOR 
1 BEDROOM 
2 BEDROOM 
3 BEDROOM 
HOUSE 


ROWS nut eo. 


APPLIANCES: 


KITCHEN 
LAUNDRY 


Row 9: 


CONDITION: 
(9 = 9) 


Notes on Tables 


- show the total number of interviews in the sample 

- show the number of interviews of each type of housing 
unit followed by their percent of the total number of 
interviews in this particular table 

- show the average rent level in $ per month of the 
number of units sampled by housing unit type. Lote. Cis 
followed by the standard deviation of the sample about 
the average, indicating the degree of variation among the 
sample. 

- the maximum and minimum columns indicate the highest 
and the lowest rents observed in each housing unit 
category. 

- under the >5 and <6 units columns the average monthly 
rental rate for those units which are in buildings with 


more than 5 units or less than 6 units respectively. 


- give the number of units which had kitchen appliances 
provided. 

- the next row indicates the laundry appliances provided 

in the unit or available as coin operated machines in the 


building. 


- indicates the average unit condition on a scale of @ to 
9 ‘where zero is very poor and 9 is very good. The 
standard deviation has also been calculated to indicate 


the degree of variation in the sample around the average. 


Rows 190-12: 
BUILDING: 


CONDITION: 
(9 - 9) 


AGE (yrs) 


# > 5 UNITS 


ROwarillors 


NO LEASE 


Row 14: 


SUBLETS 


Row 15: 


IMMED. 
AVAIL. 


These rows describe the building: 

- first its average condition has been ranked on a scale 
of ® to 9 where 9 is very poor and 9 is very good. It is 
followed by the standard deviation to indicate the degree 
of variation about the average. 

- the average age and the standard deviation about the 
average is also calculated. 

- the total number of buildings with more than 5 units 
and..its .percent.of the total samplesdiscussed inWitiis 
table are given. These are followed by the average 


number of units per building and its standard deviation. 


- gives the number of interviews where no lease for’ the 
unit was required and the percentage proportion of the 


total sample discussed in this table. 


- gives. the number, of. sublets and.its percent as <a 
proportion. of the.total sample .in this <table. This ois 
followed by the number of sublets in buildings of more 


Wieese Bl baal ieee 


- gives the number of rental units available for 
immediate occupancy and its percent of the total sample 
in “this, table. This is followed by number of units 


immediately available in buildings of more than 5 units. 


Row 16: 


NO RENT 
CONTROL 


ROwe ll ve 


OTHER 
COST: 


HYDRO & 
HEAT ($) 


Rows 18-21: 


SOURCE OF 
INTERVIEW: 


AGENCY 
PAPER 
SIGN 
OTHER 


-gives the number of units for which no rent controls 
were in effect and its percent of the total sample in 
this table. This is followed by the number of rental 
units: availabie (for ®4+renv control; “that is units “in 
buildings older than 19 years with rents of less’ than 
$750 (July ®arges). Of these units a number of the 


interveiwees said No, they were not under rent controls. 


-This row gives the total additional costs that were 
asked for in the interview to cover heat and hydro, 
electric services, followed by the number of units for 
which these costs have been specified. The next number 
gives the average cost in $ for the units reporting 
additional costs. The last number indicates the nubmer 
of units for which heat and hydro services were charged 


for but for which no dollar amount was specified. 


- these rows indicate the number of the total sample 
which were found originally by way of a house locating 
agency, a newspaper, a posted sign or other means which 


includes chance visits to apartment complexes. 
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SOURIZTE OF INTs AGENCY 
FAFEF: 
SIIsN 
OTHEEF: 


(en) 


he 


PERCENT AVERAGE ST. D. 
691.1 T1oO. 9 
OU 
rae Wecs 7" BO.4 
Mee a 
ove PP Var? BOS 
Soe TOC ra) Ge] 
rROVIDED 8B 
FROVIDED 6.0 
Gal ee 2! 
Gow ia 
na a} red 
Looe i fal 
Rpatieg 
O.O 
Poon SUBLET 
nO, O IMMED. 
ELT TOR EF... = O 
0.0 NOE ING 


ALI =ii¢ 


MAAK MIN 
BOOM) eee 
625.0 Fase 
B00.0 750.0 
FIN. 0) FEO 

3.0 ~.0 
“SUNIT= 1 
>SUNIT= 3 
say NO= 0) 

CQ) 


soci) el 


swe oLINBall 


TORONTO 12 


TOTAL NUMBEF FERCENT AVERAGE 


SAMFLE 18 
BACHELOR (4%) 
bP BEDE. (2 
e beDR? (%) 
“Sy =] a 0) i es 
HOUSE ¢$) 
Ar’. 
APFL. EI TCHEN 
LAUNDRY LOIN= 
LOND. CO—3) 
SL Diss COND. (O-5) 
AlaE Cyrs: 
UNITS 
#°5 units 7 
NO LEease oO 
SUBLETS o) 
LMMED. AVAIL. Vie 
NO FEN! CONTROL it 
Se. CUST AY THE «$s ©) 
SOURCE OF INTs AlsENIY 
FAFEF: 
SIGN 
OTHER: 


Gert. i 


=SS eS eS SS 


FROVIDED 
FRIOV IDED 


94.4 
Q.0 

WG 
66.7 
ELIG. 


17.9 


FOR F&.0.= 


nats) 


ro i ow BY 


esto kh 
IMMED. 


ce 
J 


NOT IN 


MAX 


AOE) 


TGs O) 
PVC EC) 
616.03 


eSUNIT= 
#“GUNIT= 
SAY NO= 


2) 


S170 
497.0 
BiG6.0 


7S UNIT 


[se ny 
wos 7) 
4630.35 
334.3 
repli teh, 

1 


26 UNIT 


200.0 


SC ee 


NORTH YOURE 
SAMPLE 
BAMHELUF (3) 
1 BEDF. (3) 
= SeEDR > CS) 
© BED. GS) 
Ll] 08 59) 


AFT. 

AFF L.ED THEN 
LAUNDEY 

OND =) 


BLDis: 


Byes 

: ma 
NG LEASE 
SUBLETS 
IMMeb. 
MO rmciNT 


AVALI. 


OTH. COST 


SOURCE OF INTs 


COND ..O—'9 3 
AlsE Cyr Ss) 


UNLtS 


LUN TROL 


TOTAL NUMBER FERLENT AVEFRAGE 


LUOIN= 


47 
1+ 


r= 


33 
Ly 


HY tHE (St Sis 


ABENY 
PAPER: 
S LGN 

OTHER: 


iS. 


724.0 


O.9 ERR 
oe +/71.9 
41.1 604.6 
lLowt eo) 6 a | 


FROVIDED 
FROVIDED 


1201.4 


6.5 

aed 

102.0 
ot. 4 
i a 
6.8 
dase L 


ELIG. 


li 


PGi bes do 


151.3 


ALI=138 


SUBLET 
IMMED. 
16 


NUT INC 


MAX 


2IOOe Beat 

ER‘: EFF: 
Treg sO 225.0 
$21.0 
mt ha 
PLETAL! 


Tp LO) 512, 
GAS OG RS, 


Cd i 
te ow ‘e 


=SUNIT= 3 


eSUNIT= 13 
SAY NU= & 


() 


G03 . 
Hfeanihes au 


i’ 


26 UNIT 


i Bek ae pi 
Bao, Oo 


TORONTO 13 


se ee ee ee ee oe 


TOTAL 
SAMPLE TS 
BAILHELUF ¢($) 
PSE 6 GS) 
R= fie Che 
SBEDF. (8) 
ROUSE . 0s 
AFT. 
EYE bess ee. Ib Meret ell 
LAUNDEY TOLw= 
MOND. (ug) 
Be Diss: IQOND. 00-0 
AIRE Cyr s) 
UNITS 
#>5 units 10 
NU LEASE QO 
SUBLETS O 
[MMED. AVAIL. ve 
Nu FENT EONTROL 1 


BiH .JcUS eHY+HE (%, 150 


SUURICE UF INt: AlENCY 
PAPER: 
SIISN 
OT HEF: 


NUMBEF: 


co 03 


he 


PERICENT 


FROV [DED 
FROVIDED 


Fie a 
Cy 0 
OED: 

33.5 


EL. bo 


AVERAGE 


638.3 
744.3 
603.0 

1150.0 


a Loe 


a ich 


150.0 NOT ING 


ATIz19 


SUBLET 
IMMED. 
l 


B4+0.0 
603.0 
1130.0 


“SUNIT= 
SSUNIT= 
bey N= 


a] 


‘ sine fr = 
Fiera Won alt 


655.0 
el orice gph 
BGs. 


le Lit det 


733503 
605.0 


<& UNIT 


TuURONTO 14 


SAtieLe 
RALHELUOF ($) 
= SE ee 
= (Be Die Ce) 
So) BEDE. ORD 
gt om} li 2 


APT. 

APF. tek PerEN 
LAUNDEY 

UNG. (uA 9 


PSULSONEG) LEU OS Ute My) 
“lak Cyr s3 


UNI is 

#eS units 
NO LEASE 
SUBLETS 


[Mincu. AVAIL. 
NU RENT ONT Run 


OTH.COST HY+tHE tS. +4 


SUURICE OF INT: 


~ 


NWP re 


ci 


BWR oO 


03 


TOTAL NUMBER FERICENT AVEFAISE 


i ls KS ee 
OP) 
ve fen re coder he 
ake S72 of) 
ed wks 843.5 
me i SS as 
FROVIDED a 
FROVIDED Page, 
5 [6 
Bew 
tS oy 
ae | 
WOaO 
Cyc) 
1 oa? 
Rein Wy 


oh a | Ge ap ee 


154.0 


AII-20 


Oey CG: 
ie. 8) 
Choe 


3235.4 


SUBLET 
IMMED. 
e) 


NOT INC 


MAX MIN 


S275. 35.) 
Soe wo woe 
Ot CE oO 
She OO GoD MWAH Olea O: 


sie @ Sec 

SSUNL T= 1 

>SUNIT= 1 

Sé4AY NO= QO 
oO 


eo UNIT 


675.0 


692.0 
645.5 


.6 UNF 


300.0 





TOTAL 


SAMPLE 10 
celtELGF «bs 

Pee ee. 4a) 

Pe pee. CS) 

oe BED. C$) 

USS AS 9 


AFT. 
APPL. EI TOCHEN 
LAUNDRY TOIN= 
BOND. O-'3 3 
Si biss “COND. CO-3) 
AlneE Cyr 5) 
UNITS 
#5 units 
NO LEASE 
SyU ei ae yas: 
IMMED. AVAIL. 
NO RENT CONTROL 


hiN Oo GJ 


StrHecusST AY tHe ($174 


SUURCE OF INT: AISENCY 
PAPER: 
STN 
OTHER: 


NUMBER FERCENT AVERAGE ST. D. 


~ 


a) 


=a 


QO 


1Q. 


cw) 


PROVIDED 
FROVIDED 


BO. 


30. 


Q 


Q 
Q 
) 


FORO 


El tis. 


FOR 


Fei. = 


174.0 


ALiInzt 


SUBEET 
IMMED. 


>SUNIT= 
»SUNIT= 


+ SAY NO= 


NOT IN 


oO 


B00, 


eo) 


+6 UNPT 


“6 UNIT 


450.0 


B44. 0 


TOrRUNTU le 


TOTAL NUMBEF:! 


SAMPLE 1i 
BAIHELOF (Cs) 
L beurre. CS) 
eh jafep Ole ae (ley 
Soe we.) Ob 
Buca Aa 
aril. 
AFF IL.E T TCHEN 
LAUNDEY LOIN= 
COND. (O=—935 
Buia: (IND ts) 
Alaz Cyr Ss) 
UNITS 
Foy units & 
NO LEASE sa) 
js et os a ot Fe QO 
[MMED. AVAIL. & 
NG RENT CONTROL 4 
OTH.COST HY+HECS 267 
SULIELE OF INis AGENCY 
FAFER: 
Silan 


O THER: 


_ 
fa 
_ 


fe OO 


a 


hare @& fo 


PERCENT AVERAGE 


=SSES eS 


O.O 
492.9 ES OPA eR ROL eo: 
PA ay ce $384.0 ew, 
3.1 1200. G Ces 
18.2 Sede abe. i 
FROVIDED 10 
FROVIDED a 
aad ae 
ee Laie 
14.0 =e, 
Li ice be ee 
34.5 
45.5 
O.0 SUBLET 
34.5 IMMED. 
Ele lige OR LR. = aC 
ceva NOT Lhe 


AII-22 


tes Pee 


ting. 


Ll6ey. 0 
500.0 
1200.0 


1100.0 850.0 


rats et) 

SSUNi T= © 

“SUNIT= i 

SAY NU= 1 
QO 


“S UNIT 


$45.0 
454, 
Hood Oa pent ah 


£6 


UNIT 


TORONTO 17 


TOTAL NUMBER PERCENT “AVERAGE ST. OD. MAX 

SAMPLE eae f oat “LS ac Ga 
BALHELUR ¢€3) ) 0.0 ERR ER‘: ERR: 
i BEDE. <S) 7 pe S64. 0 2504+ “S00.0 
& BEDE (€$) 10 37.) stil. it Soa 9 oon 
S BEDE. (3) Z Pe eae 652.2 SP i, Oe ee a 
mise ©$) 3 ii.l Gade 20.4 850.0 
AFT. 
APF IL. kL TOHEN FROVIDED 2 

LAUNDRY LOIN= 4+ FROVIVED 4+.0 
LOND. (G-9) Pea ak L.& te 
BLDiss, LOND. (O-'9) Tad Lee 

Alac Cyr s) Late O ee 


iN 

#eo units iL 
NO LEASE & 
SRS Wis S 
IMMED. AVAIL. 17, 
NU FEM? ISONTROL g 


BiH .IOS Ti. HY tHE ($. 460 


sUWRIL Ur INT: AlbENIZY 


PAPER: 
5. (GN 
OTHEF: 


63.0 


4 A 
eee DB oe 


Lik ieet 


63.0 


Shao ©, Oc hape 


SUBLET *SUNIT= 
IMMED. »SUNIT= 


EL Tis. FUR ROC. = 8 SAY NO= 
27e2 NOT INC Q 


ALI=23 


MIN 
ay oiSat 

ER‘! 
een e 
450.0 
Sr dh 
Buu.) 


Chow ft 


ga MS Ball 


arth UE 


MeL OA Ey at 


UTTAWA 


TOTAL NUMBER FPERLCENT AVERAGE ST. OD. MAX MIN oo UNIV 36 Bit tee 
SAMPLE 103 edie iad 16656 125050 170.0 +S65eo, Soo 
BALHELUR ($2) S Se a Po =e S528 386.0 205.0 ~2966Se echoes 
1eBEDESs GS2 Te, CP S60. oe BOO.0 170.0 463,53 t02.08 
PRED (po air ee P| Gages 112.4 “S75.0 376.0 G25.3" Gis se 
So) Este. a as 8 Th te: 716.0,, 263.4 1250.0 400.0 716.0 836,35 
HOUSE) (33 16 aad Bos oid Daett eGo.) a7 5 
tains 
arr i. EET CHEN FriOVIDED 36 
LAUNDEY ITOIN= 16 FROVIDED 45.0 
LOND. (O-9) Gare an OL a Or 
SIR IDET UEOY ND he. MOCO oe je Gio ek Ue ) 
AIE Cyr Ss) pc ep | pees 
UNITS PS ion nage A Oe Say 
#5 units 65 Cr slomk 
NO LEASE 3 TP bs 
SUES I'S) dee tis 7 SUBLET =SUNIT= alee 
trimMedD. AVAIL. fe a) per J. Mr IMMED. =SUNIT= 7) 
NU FENT CONTROL 4 El lise ROR Rot. = 46 SAY NU= ‘Lab al i 


Din.cOST HY+HE CS ‘3972 35 27.8 NOT Ine O 


INT: @AlaeNILY 18 
FAPER: oi 
S LIN Z 
OTHER = 


SUURLE OF 


AII-24 


Or lraWea 1 


SAMPLE 
BACHELOR ¢$) 
1 BEDR. +) 
2 BEDR ¢$) 
3 BEDR. ($3 
HUUSE ¢$) 


ArT. 

AP FIL.K I TCOHEN 
LAUNDRY 

MONO. CO-3) 


BLDIs: (COND. (O-'9) 
Alae lyrss 


UNITS 


#55 units 


NO LEASE 
SUBLE 1S 
LMMED. AVeALL. 


NO RENT CONTROL 


S.J ST AY FHE.CS 


Soieiges, GF ING s 


——— 


LOLIN= 


4 


GNP Re 


wee 


AlaENILY 
FAPER! 
STIN 
OTHE! 


NUMBER 


ch 


ci 


FERICENT AVERAGE 


FROVIDED 14 
FRIOVIDED we 
74 
Toe Fa 
Likies1 
lee.4 
/B.6 
feorgt 
Fal 


a G) a 


Bi iia. 


FUR R.C.= 


ALi=25 


== eS 


SUBLET 
MRED. 
4 


NOT INC 


MAX 


A= (eae) 


a Sei 


730.0 


650.0 


»SUNI T= 
2SUNIT= 
SAY NU= 


o) 


MLN 


$00.0 


400.0 


et es hee 


650.0 


ee 


2S UNIT 


6, UNDT 


TOTAL 
SAMFLE iy 
BALHELUOF ¢$) 
1 BEDR. 1%) 
2 (BERS (Ge) 
3 BEDE. ($2) 
HUUSE ($) 
AFT. 
AFFL.E I TCHEN 
LAUNDRY ZOIN= 
OMNI. CO—3) 
BUD: «<CGND.iCa—3) 
AIGE (yrs 3 
UNITS 
#3 Units 17 
NO LEASE 1 
SUBLETS 1 
IMME. AVAIL. %, 
NO reNT CONTROL ra 
OTH.COST HY+HECS 38 
SOURCE UF INT: ASENCY 
FAFEF: 
STItsn 


OTHER 


NUMBEF: 


Lu 


FERIENT AVERAGE 


FR:OVIDED 
FROVIDED 


5) aie 

Sed 

oi ae | 
Bias ri 


236.9 31.5 
700.6 211.8 
Gt2.7° 1s.2 
400.0 Sh oh) 
16 
4.0 
5.6 1.8 
Jet Lay 
24.6 13.3 
34.93 141.6 
SUBLET 
IMMED. 
Se 10 


9.8 NOT LN 


AII-26 


MAA 


= Pas tel 
348.0 
LAS 
Ch) /el ak) 
400.0 


=SUNIT= 
“SUNIT= 
SAY NO= 


MIN 


Ty wae 
205.0 
170.0 
376.60 


400, 0 


oe 


{2 wo e 


296.5 
a0 7e 
Qle.7 
400.0 


if 


TOTAL NUMBER FERCENT AVERAGE ST. D. MAX Miveess UNIT 26 UNG 


—— —— — — — —— — — —- — — —— — — — ——— — — — — = ——— eee ee ee — ee wees eee eee oes res ee 


SAMPLE 19 QeG.0 Veto.5 1250.0 So0.0 S2645) 62a74 
BACHELUF ¢#) 1 = ee Sou. GO. O 350.0) Sea.) sae 
1 BEDE. <2) B 42.1 476.9 (‘134.7 $00.06 350.90 d4iz.4¢5 S84. 
= BEDR: ¢s) of Se. Bevis S59./f 7235.0 3550,0 €84..08 ots 
S BEDE. is = 1G. So 427.0) is25.0 1250.0 60076 225.0 £92500 
HUUSE ($3 1 iis a 650.0 O09 650.0 630.0 
AFT. 
rie RL TICHEN FROVIDED 18 

LAUNDRY CUIN= 3S FROVIDED Joe 8) 
ROM. 10-3) G.o cae = 7,0 OP aw 
mils: OND. (O-3) ye rags 

AlaE lyr s) we. oD 17.2 

UNITS Cee So. 


47.4 
10.5 
15.8 SUBLET >SUNIT= 2 
15.8 IMMED. =SUNIT= 

ELIG. FOR F.C.= 12 SAY NO= 


#25 units 
NO LEASE 
SUBLETS 
IMMED. AVAIL. 
NO FENT CONTROL 


— 


e 03 t) fea Wi 


N 


id ie 


Re 


$1.6 NOT INC Q 


i 
3 
iG 


Sr icST HYtHe «$ 


SUURCE OF INTs AGENILY Q 
PAPER: 16 
SI'aN Q 
OTHER: e 


Ali=2 7 


Oi TAWA 4 


TOTAL NUMBER FERCENT AVERAGE ST. D. MAX MIN. -S UNIT .~<6, UNITE 


SAMrLc | 486.3 108.7 800.0 3350.0 4686.5 524.3 
BALHELUF ($) O he) 
1 BEDE. (%) it gee | 414.35 43.0. 495.0 -300.0. 429565 BAe 
= BEDR> i$) 4 oa ee Bl per a Oe Bat ks. She el Ph el Shaded mal 
S BER. ©) ) O.O 
HOUSE 3) 4 etel 637.5 596.0 800.0 550.0 
AFT . 
APPL. LTICHEN FROVIDED is 
LAUNDFY ZOIN= 3. PROVIDED 14.0 

Cede CO—32 Sat Lec 7 ae a 
BLDGs COND.CO-—3) Swe Pw 

AlseE Cyr Ss) 1 SP 10.82 

UNITS Bao 30.4 

#>S units Ne SNS es 
NO LEASE l Je 
SUBLETS 1 bee rer SUBLET =SUNiT= 
IMMED. AVAIL. 16 o4.2 IMMED. =SUNIT= ae 
NO KENT CONTROL ©) ELIGwe FOR k.c.= 3 SAY NO= O QO O 
ithe -USt HY¥tHe ce. Ze ve Sel wIT INC O 


SOURCE OF. INTs AGENCY i+ 
FAPER: 1 
SIisN QO 


OTHEF: 4 


AIT=28 


OTTAWA S 


—— -— 


TOTAL 


—— 


SAMPLE 
BKACHELOF: 
1 BEDR. 
2 BEDR: ¢$) 
3 BEDR. ¢$) 
HOUSE ¢$) 


C$) 
C$) 


aT. 

APPL. KITCHEN 
LAUNDRY 

CUND s (O-9 7 


lOLN= 


BLDIiS: COND. (0-9) 
Alle Cyr s) 
UNITS 


#55 units S 
NO LEASE rw) 
SUBLETS 3 
fMMeED. AVAIL. S 
NO RENT tONTROL 1 


Bisco AYTHE CS 480 


INT: AISENILY 
FAF EF: 
STISN 
OTHER: 


SUURIE OF 


NUMBER: 


== SSS 


Q 0.0 
3 aL. 
rs) sue 7 
2 14+.35 
4 29.6 


FROV I DED 
O FROVIDED 


64.5 

O.O 
21.4 
S007 


EL TG. 


Fre rai 


S75. Ontos 
424.7 78.3 
$89.4 82.0 
841.5 

Bat 


6.0 ih 
Sey ZE Ga 
105.0 v7, 


Oy 


SUBLE| 
IMMED. 


430.0 NOT 


AII-29 


INiZ 


Sis 
689.0 
SGA, 
PYG Pea NG) 


»SUNIT= 
»SUNIT= 


8 SAY NO= 


Q 


eed. 0 
+460). O 
713.9 


yoy. 


ah 77. O 


2S UNIT 


<6 UNIT 


SaAriPle 
BAI-HELDF ($) 
P'BeDr.. “OS? 
= BEDE? ¢$) 
o BED. CS) 
REUSE Cosy 


AFT. 

aPPL. EI THEN 
LAUNDEY 

MOND. ©O-'93 


TOTAL NUMBER FERICENT AVEFAiE ST. 


IOIN= 


BUNS > COND. 4 U'9 2 


ABE Cyrs) 


WNITS 


cpa TL poh eet 


NO LEASE 
SUBLETS 


[MMED. AVAIL. 
NO RENT CONTROL 


THOS FUR FAE CS: “ieee 


SOlet UF tin ts 


AGENIZY 
PAPER: 
SIGN 
OTHER: 


—— — — — 


mr bw Ss 
i. 
i 
a 


FROVIDED 
2 PROVIDED 


Cre Cs 
tele. t 
O20 
iia S 


ELIG. FOR 


7 SAY 


92. O°NOT TNC 


Mer 


725.0 
425.0 
675.0 
725.0 


6350.0 


»SUNIT= 
>SUNLIT= 
NU= 


rw) 


min 


415.0 
505.0 
725.0 


630.0 


ie 
.) 
ro) 
() 


TOTAL WUMBEF FERCENT AVERAGE ST. D. MAX MIN 33 UNIT +f ete 
SAariF'le 4 GIG. S eepedwe 18804) Show: 676.0 850.0 
BALHELU: (ws) Q (ch) 
P Se DR. ($2 QO O.0 
Pepe 183 2 ae Sree Gras (650.0° 375.0 Boe 2S 
S beur. (S$) 1 ike (Pe her | O.0 S550.0 636.0 62006 
HUUSE (6) l Eeieit) Gale ©) OD rea fas tO) (OL Fears (i 4 AU: 
AFT. 
APF. ET TICHEN FROVIDED “7 
LAUNDRY LOUIN= it FROVIDED Tso 
LUND. (O39) Gis Oo 3.0 ew) 
BLOGs LUND. (0-9) eo a 
ABE Cyrs) ibe at =e 
UNITS t5O<s 86.2 
KoS units Ss Po. 
MO LEASE 1 foes 
SUBLETS 1 Pre ae SUBLET [SUNT T= 1 
imMMED. AVAIL. it Cae.) IMMED. =SUNIT= 1 
NO RENT CONTROL = BLP OR F.C. O SAY NO= O 2 i 
mormelOS! HYFHE CS O = Geo) NUD OTNE O 
SUURITE OF INT: AGENCY ©) 
FAFER! 4 
S fia QO 
OTHER ) 


ATT =s1 


GitawWAa 8 


TOTAL NUrikKER FERCENT AVEFRAIE SI. OD. MAX MLM. 25 UNL +6 AND 
SAMPLE 7 S94.4 5 123.0 (768.0 420.0 594.4 649.3 
BALMHELUF ($9) QO CaO 
SSO ese © Fe 
Sere aS) Rs cee 5 =e ae Pico $3594.84 420.0 Gelvea 
3) (SRSIDas, | Gera 1 ie 420.0 W.0 420.0 420.0 420,50 
HOUSE <2) +t a | ao ae) ete (0) ZASTRIRMU) epeia) 10, 
AFT. 
AFFL.E I TCHEN FROVIDED & 
LAUNDEY IOIN= OQ FROVIDED oe 9) 
DING DAS OSs oe ae | eae rae 
HL IDES WWI G4 WOR ey Gienk dee Sh 
Ala Cyr Ss) cad Sa, 
LAE TS Yeats G+, 1 
#25 units 4 Ae 
NO LEASE i is.3 
Sle = aa SUBLET #auNl i= z 
IMMED. AVALL. ra 71.4 IMMED. =SUNIT= 4 
NO PENT CONTROL = ELIG. FOUR Rw. = O Say NO= QQ a GO 
NtAw US) AY tHnece 97S a lee Gy INTE Gu EE: rw) 
SUURLE OF INTs AlpENIZCY <} 
FAME F: t 
S i tail a 
OTHER: ©) 


AII-32 


LONDUN 


TOTAL NUMBEF FERCENT AVERAGE ST. D. MAX Mh oo UN oe he 


SAMPLE vn | 4350.5 fol... BLOG. 7 160.0 45047 SuOre 
BAIHELOF (%$) 2 Ses 204.0 alin $0) Batts Oy ine 0 + Uae 
Pompeu. (a) 16 o1.4 ya Afeie 2 TLOCO L600 Giles) 27a 
eer) Cp) 18 SpaeEe san ge | B2.4 1625.0 235.0 426 7er) 4 70R0 
So SEDs CS) 1 24. Th Ce DOR CHAT AO sATOls  SAbRe AAG) 

ofp a i+ oe occ Woe Bese Lue su. 

I bie 


APFIL. RL TCHEIN PROVIDED Si 
LAUNDIZY COLN= 3 PROVIDED 25.0 


COND. CO-9) ens eee) eo I Pog 
BiL_Viss: ttOND. (0-9) eee 1.4 
AIGE Cyr si 24.5 Ke ee) 
UNITS => I | 54.0 
#55 unNn1lts oie) od. & 
NO LcASe 3 Lo/ 
SUSE | S 7) iat) SUBLET *SUNITi= we) 


IMMED. AVAIL. 26 1.0 IMMED. =SUNIT= 13 
NO RENT CONTROL i ECiG. FOR ec= 37 SAY NO= re ew ey ie) 


OTH.COST HY+HECS 12 21 0.6 NOT INC Q 
SUURLE OF INT: AlENCY 14 
PAPER: 23 


SIISN 1 
OTHER: 16 


ALT=33 


LONDON 1 


TOTAL NUMBER FERCENT AVEFRAISE ST. D. MAX Min 25 UNIT <6 UM 


SAMFLE 8 o/76.4 @24004 G2520 O00) -S7ee4 S67 76 
BAILIHELUOF (>) # Fegan a, GO4, 0 41.0 stor] “baru GOOF. O 
mo a 29 oe aon 0 Ae wd 2.0 “2659.0 200.0 2OGse" e25a.2 
2ABEVE SH CS5 4 99.0 ot. & US. 8 25.0 S08B.0 $89 ea) 42a 
oS SeDR (a O e0 
HOUSE ($) O O.@ 
ArT 
APFL.E DL TLHEN FROVI DED S 
LAUNDEY LOIN= 1 FROVIDED 4.0 

COND. (O-9) we & ) BAe SiG, Se ee, 
Bee: “COND. (O- 3) SAP i.+4 

AE Cyr Ss) ete I ea 

UNITS 80.6 7841 
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Rental Housing Unit Estimates 


Rental Housing Units by Structural Type: Ontario and 
Surveyed Regions 1981 


Housing Completions (Rental and Ownership) by Strucutral 
Type: Ontario and Surveyed Regions 1981 - 1984 


Rented Housing Units by Structural Type: Ontario and 
Surveyed Regions 1981, 1985 


CMHC Vacancy Universe Compared to Total Rental Stock: 
Surveyed Regions July 1985 


AIV.1 


AINS2 


RIV 


AIV.4 


TABLE A IV.1: RENTED HOUSING UNITS BY STRUCTURAL TYPE; (1) 
ONTARIO AND SURVEYED REGIONS, 1981. 


eee ee ee es ee wes ee as a ae a a ce ce ee a a ee a a ae eo ee ee as ce ee a a a a 888 SS NS ES Se 


SINGLE 

REGION DETACHED DOUBLE ( 2 ) ROW APARTMENT TOTAL (3) 
ONTARIO: 

RENTED UNITS 163,225 110,510 87,085 726, 320 1,090,835 

PERCENTAGE (4 ) 9.65 35.90 56.49 91.71 86,735 
KINGSTON: 

RENTED UNITS Part EE 1,880 1,650 10.165 16);225 

PERCENTAGE 10.85 52.01 72.85 95.40 40.65 
LONDON ; 

RENTED UNITS 5,205 4,970 5, 680 30, 260 46,135 

PERCENTAGE 9.02 55.66 73.96 98.01 43.69 
NORTH BAY: 

RENTED UNITS 1,360 1,035 965 3;al5 6, 780 

PERCENTAGE 11.59 45.59 85.40 94.21] 35.92 
OTTAWA: 

RENTED UNITS 7,090 10, 770 15,850 64,845 98,670 

PERCENTAGE 8.99 47.13 60.46 90.70 49.22 
METRO TORONTO: 

RENTED UNITS 20,285 25,085 18, 735 316, 665 380,810 

PERCENTAGE 7.43 22.93 44.60 89.98 49.05 
SURVEY TOTAL: 

RENTED UNITS 33,940 41,860 41,230 415,185 532,395 

PERCENTAGE 8.17 33.61 55.70 90.72 48.45 
RENTED UNITS IN SURVEY REGIONS AS A PERCENTAGE OF PROVINCE'S RENTED UNITS 
MID-1981 20.79 37.88 47.34 57.16 48.8] 


NOTES: 1. FOR OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS EXCLUDING COLLECTIVE DWELLINGS SUCH AS HOSPITALS. 
2. DOUBLES CONSIST OF THE CENSUS CATEGORIES; DOUBLE HOUSES; UNITS ATTACHED TO 


NON RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS AND DUPLEXES. 


3. TOTALS INCLUDE MOVABLE DWELLINGS. 
4. RENTED UNITS AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL OCCUPIED UNITS IN THE SAME REGION AND 


STRUCTURAL CATEGORY. 


SOURCE: DERIVED FROM STATISTICS CANADA, 1981 CENSUS, VARIOUS TABLES. 


TABLE A IV.2: HOUSING COMPLETIONS (RENTAL AND OWNERSHIP) BY STRUCTURAL TYPE; 
ONTARIO AND SURVEYED REGIONS, 1981-1984. (IN UNITS) 
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SINGLE 
REGION YEAR DETACHED DOUBLE ROW APARTMENT TOTAL 
ONTARIO: 
1981 237192 5; 781 4,176 12,408 45,557 
1982 16,524 31371 5,607 14,435 40,437 
1983 32,962 pape Ba | 37635 16,539 ie Pea 
1984 32,480 788 4,992 16, 382 54,642 
TOTAL LOS; 106 beeps Bi 18,410 59, 764 195,923 
KINGSTON: 
1981 213 36 0 388 637 
1982 159 20 0 317 496 
1983 478 34 0 394 906 
1984 456 16 0 167 639 
TOTAL 1,306 106 0 1,266 2.6/8 
LONDON: 
1981 642 22 119 240 17025 
1982 209 22 459 629 1,319 
1983 690 0 241 910 1,841 
1984 799 2 177 356 1,334 
TOTAL 2,340 46 996 2135 Pps 8 
NORTH BAY: 
1981 103 22 0 H 200 
1982 awe 8 40 99 179 
1983 102 5] 0 0 133 
1984 101 46 0 177 324 
TOTAL 338 127 40 351 856 
OTTAWA : 
1981 1,384 355 818 377 2,934 
1982 1,293 241 1,403 795 oh /32 
1983 3,995 159 1,166 1,474 6, 794 
1984 4,088 182 Z,;213 2,649 97132 
TOTAL 10, 760 937 5,600 S¥2z95 225 002 
METRO 
TORONTO: 1981 2,463 1172 1,149 4,059 8,843 
1982 1,935 934 1,009 45752 8,631 
1983 3,597 196 603 6,615 11,011 
1984 2,603 102 241 57350 8,284 
TOTAL 10,598 2,404 3,002 207,165 36, 769 
SURVEY 
TOTAL: 1981 4,805 1,607 2,086 5139 Laven 
1982 3,628 1,225 2,911 6,593 14,357 
1983 8,862 440 2,010 9,393 20, 705 
1984 8,047 348 2,631 8,687 19/713 
TOTAL 25, 342 3,620 9, 638 29,812 68, 412 
SURVEY TOTAL AS A PERCENTAGE OF PROVINCIAL TOTAL 
1981 20.72 27.80 49.95 41.42 29 .93 
1982 21.96 31.65 51.92 45.67 Bw) 
1983 26.89 20.46 oe 8 56.79 37545 
1984 24.78 44.16 52.70 53.03 36.08 
TOTAL 24.10 2ha> 52,35 49 .88 34.92 
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SOURCE: DERIVED FROM CMHC, CANADIAN HOUSING STATISTICS AND TORONTO, LOCAL HOUSING 
MARKET REPORT, VARIOUS ISSUES. 


TABLE A IV.3: RENTED HOUSING UNITS BY STRUCTURAL TYPE; 
ONTARIO AND SURVEYED 


REGIONS, 1981, 1985. (1) 


SINGLE 
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ONTARIO: 
UNITS IN 1981 
LOSS FACTOR (3) 
COMPLETIONS (4) 
UNITS IN 1985 


KINGSTON: 
UNITS IN 1981 
LOSS FACTOR 
COMPLETIONS 
UNITS IN 1985 


LONDON : 
UNITS IN 1981 
LOSS FACTOR 
COMPLETIONS 
UNITS IN 1985 


NORTH BAY: 
UNITS IN 1981 
LOSS FACTOR 
COMPLETIONS 
UNITS IN 1985 


OTTAWA: 
UNITS IN 1981 
LOSS FACTOR 
COMPLETIONS 
UNITS IN 1985 


METRO TORONTO: 
UNITS IN 1981 
LOSS FACTOR 
COMPLETIONS 
UNITS IN 1985 


SURVEY AREA TOTAL: 
UNITS IN 1985 
% OF PROVINCE 


NOTES: 1. ESTIMATES ARE FOR MID-YEAR. 


163,225 
(1,649) 
10,151 

171,727 


2,510 
(25) 
142 

2,626 


5,205 
(53) 
Zit 

5, 364 


2- TOTALS INCLUDE MOVABLE DWELLING UNITS. 
3. A LOSS FACTOR OF 1.01% IS USED TO ESTIMATE LOSSES DUE TO DEMOLITIONS AND 
CONVERSIONS AND IS BASED ON PROVINCIAL AVERAGES FOR PERIOD 1961-1981. SEE 


MULLER 1985 FOR DETAILED CALCULATION OF THE LOSS FACTOR. NO ADJUSTMENTS 
WERE MADE FOR CHANGES IN VACANCY RATES. 


19,076 


197735 

(189) 
lye BN 
19,885 


47,942 
49.63 


726,320 
(7,336) 
54,810 

773,794 


10,165 
(103) 

1,208 

11,270 


30, 260 

(306) 
2,092 
32,047 


3,415 
(34) 
331 

Sethe 


64,845 

(655) 
4,803 
68 ,993 


316, 665 
(3,198) 
18,685 

332 Loe 


448,173 


57.92 


1,090,835 


(10,980) 
79,881 


1,159,736 


16,225 
(164) 

1,405 

17,467 


46,135 
(466) 

3,066 

48,735 


6, 780 
( 68 ) 
462 

7,173 


98,670 
(995) 

9,598 

107,272 


380,810 
(3,846) 
21,363 


398 , 327 


578,975 
49.92 


4. TOTAL COMPLETIONS FOR 1981-84 FROM TABLE 2 ARE MULTIPLIED BY 1981 TENANCY 


RATIOS REPORTED IN TABLE 1 IN ORDER TO APPROXIMATE MID-1981-85 RENTAL 


COMPLETIONS. THE 6 MONTH LAG IS PROVIDED FOR SALE OR RENT UP. 


SOURCE: DERIVED FROM TABLES 1 AND 2. 


TABLE A IV.4: CMHC VACANCY UNIVERSE COMPARED TO TOTAL RENTAL STOCK 
SURVEYED REGIONS, MID-1985. 


[Le i a ee i a 


ALL OCCUPIED CMHC VACANCY UNIVERSE(1) 
REGION RENTAL UNITS UNITS COVERAGE (3%) 
KINGSTON 17,467 By ie 46.81 
LONDON 48 , 735 s27013 65.69 
NORTH BAY PLS 2,791 38.91 
OTTAWA 107,272 59,158 syeyul ls 
METRO TORONTO 398, 327 299,415 a5 ily 


NOTE: 1. ESTIMATED UNIVERSE FOR PRIVATELY AND PUBLICLY INITIATED 
BUILDINGS CONTAINING 6 OR MORE RENTAL UNITS. EXCLUDES 
BUILDINGS CONSTRUCTED WITHIN 6 MONTHS OF SURVEY. COVERAGE 
REPRESENTS CMHC UNIVERSE DIVIDED BY TOTAL RENTED UNITS. NO 
VACANCY ADJUSTMENT WAS MADE. 


SOURCE: DERIVED FROM CMHC, RENTAL APARTMENT VACANCY SURVEYS; APRIL 1985; 
MOMAH SOCIALLY ASSISTED HOUSING DATA AND TABLES 1, 2 AND 3. 
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Research Studies 


The following is a list of papers commissioned by the Inquiry. 


No. 

1 Slack, Enid and Sherry Glied. Rent Registry Alternatives. 

= Reid, Frank. Collective Bargaining for Tenants. 

3 Jaffary, Karl D. Problems in the Regulation of Rents for Roomers 
and Boarders. 

4 MacDonald, Daniel V. Constitutional Reference Re: The Residential 
Tenancies Act. 

5 Fallis, George. Possible Rationales for Rent Regulation. 

6 Hulchanski, J. David. Market Imperfections and the Role of Rent 
Regulations in the Residential Rental Market. 

7 Sharp, Campbell, Pannell Kerr Forster Campbell Sharp. Survey of 
Financial Performance of Landlords. 

8 Marks, Denton. Housing Affordability and Rent Regulation. 

9 Steele, Marion and John Miron. Rent Regulation, Housing 


Affordability Problems, and Market Imperfections. 


10 Clayton Research Associates Limited. Rent Regulation and Rental 
Market Problems. 


19 Makuch, Stanley M. and Arnold Weinrib. Security of Tenure. 


12 Hartle, D.G The Political Economy of Residential Rent Control in 
Ontario. 


13 Slack, Enid and David P. Amborski. The Distributive Impact of 
Rent Regulation. 


14 Knetsch, Jack L., Daniel Kahneman and Patricia McNeill. 
Residential Tenancies: Losses, Fairness and Regulations. 


15 Stanbury, W.T. Normative Bases of Rent Regulation. 
16 Stanbury, W.T. Normative Bases of Government Action. 


17 Stanbury, W.T. and P. Thain. The Origins of Rent Regulation in 
Ontario. 


18 Stanbury, W.T. and I.B. Vertinsky. Rent Regulation: Design 
Characteristics and Effects. 


19 Chant, John. Overview of Alternative Rental Housing Policies. 


20 Foot, David K. Housing Demands: A Demographic Perspective. 


21 Quirin, G. David. Regulatory Systems and their Applicability to 
Rent Controls. 


22 Mascall, M. and Associates. Report of the Ontario Rental Housing 
Market. 


a3 Environics Research Group Limited. Financing Residential Rental 
Accommodation: A Survey. 


24 Ekos Research Associates Inc. A Study of Landlords and Rent 
Regulation. 


Zo des Rosiers, Francois. A Rent Control System in Quebec. 
26 Slack, Enid. The Costs of Rent Review in Ontario. 


27 Muller, Andrew. Workable Rent Regulation: A Synthesis. 


The following is a list of papers prepared by the research staff of 
the Inquiry. 


28 Adams, Eric Be, Pearl Ing and John Pringle. A Review of the 
Literature Relevant to Rent Regulation. 


29 Adams, Eric Be, Pearl Ing, Janet Ortved and Mary Jane Park. 
Government Intervention in Housing Markets: An Overview. 


30 Pringle, John. Ontario's Residential Tenancies: A Statistical 
Profile. 
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